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Abstract—Cloud-aided mobile edge networks (CAMENs) allow edge servers (ESs) to purchase resources from remote cloud servers
(CSs), while overcoming resource shortage when handling computation-intensive tasks of mobile users (MUs). Conventional trading
mechanisms (e.g., onsite trading) confront many challenges, including decision-making overhead (e.g., latency) and potential trading
failures. This paper investigates a series of cross-layer matching mechanisms to achieve stable and cost-effective resource provisioning
across different layers (i.e., MUs, ESs, CSs), seamlessly integrated into a novel hybrid paradigm that incorporates futures and spot
trading. In futures trading, we explore an overbooking-driven aforehand cross-layer matching (OA-CLM) mechanism, facilitating two
future contract types: contract between MUs and ESs, and contract between ESs and CSs, while assessing potential risks under
historical statistical analysis. In spot trading, we design two backup plans respond to current network/market conditions: determination
on contractual MUs that should switch to local processing from edge/cloud services; and an onsite cross-layer matching (OS-CLM)
mechanism that engages participants in real-time practical transactions. We next show that our matching mechanisms theoretically
satisfy stability, individual rationality, competitive equilibrium, and weak Pareto optimality. Comprehensive simulations in real-world and
numerical network settings confirm the corresponding efficacy, while revealing remarkable improvements in time/energy efficiency and
social welfare.

Index Terms—Matching game, cloud-aided mobile edge networks, futures and spot trading, overbooking, cross-layer, risk control
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1 INTRODUCTION

THE past decade has witnessed a leap in the proliferation
of Internet of Things (IoT), where the ever-growing

loT applications that are computation-intensive and delay-
sensitive have raised great challenges to resource- and
capability-constrained mobile users (MUs, e.g., intelligent
vehicles, smartphones) [1]. To alleviate heavy workloads
of MUs, applying cloud computing (CC) technology [2]–
[5] can facilitate the migration of certain pressure of MUs
to remote clouds, which, however, may incur unacceptable
delays and heavy burdens on backhaul networks [6]. To this
end, mobile edge computing (MEC) is emerging as a pop-
ular solution to offer responsive and cost-effective comput-
ing services near the network edge [7]–[12]. Nevertheless,
limited resources of edge servers (ESs) impose significant
challenges in meeting the ever-growing service demands,
especially during rush hour periods of data traffic [13],
[14]. Fortunately, the cloud-aided mobile edge networks
(CAMENs) offer a hybrid computing platform that flexibly
leverages both CC and MEC, where cloud servers (CSs) can
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provide reliable backup resources to ESs, thereby attracting
more MUs and thus financial incomes [14].

1.1 Motivation
Ensuring the needed resources in CAMENs often calls for
a certain resource trading mechanism [15] with incentives,
where requestors (e.g., MUs and ESs) can offload a certain
amount of task data to servers (e.g., ESs and CSs) for pro-
cessing, while paying for the acquired computing services.
Nowadays, mainstream cloud and edge service providers,
such as Amazon Web Services and Google Cloud Platform,
commonly employ fixed-price strategies [16], which offer
reliable and available services to meet users’ demands. Nev-
ertheless, the rapid development of innovative technologies
in computing, communication, and artificial intelligence
calls for a more flexible manner of service provisioning (e.g.,
negotiable service prices and trading resources) for numer-
ous mobile devices. Among the recent literature, fluctuant
and variable service prices have raised wide attention [14],
[15]. When it comes to getting the resources needed for
task execution, existing solutions on resource provisioning
have primarily centered on one of the following trading
strategies [17], [18]: i) spot resource trading, where requestors
and servers reach an agreement relying on the current
network/market conditions (e.g., an onsite trading mode);
ii) futures resource trading, where servers and requestors pre-
sign forward contracts, which can be fulfilled for guiding
the resource provisioning procedure in the future. Note
that a practical transaction involves a trading event between
resource servers and requestors, where servers provide com-
puting services to requestors in exchange for payment. To
bridge the gap between personalized service demands and
supplies, matching theory offers an effective technique [19],
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which has been extensively explored in existing literature,
e.g., [15] and [20].

1.1.1 Hybrid resource trading: bridge present and future
To facilitate resource provisioning with proper incentives,
spot trading has been widely deployed, allowing resource
buying and selling among requestors and servers [18], [20]
according to the current network/market information dur-
ing each transaction. However, such an onsite mode can
face significant drawbacks, especially for excessive over-
head [14], [21]–[23] and potential trading failures [14], [21].
For example, the onsite decision-making procedure, e.g.,
looking for stable matching groups, can consume exces-
sive time and energy, and thereby leave a negative impact
on the quality of experience (QoE) of computing services.
Moreover, limited computing resources can prevent some
requesters from obtaining their required service, although
they have spent time/energy during the trading decision-
making process.

To cope with the aforementioned drawbacks, futures
trading has been introduced to encourage participants to
negotiate forward contracts ahead of future practical trans-
actions, relying on analyzing past data/information [17].
Nevertheless, various issues may still be caused. For ex-
ample, improper contract terms can result in negative par-
ticipants’ utilities (e.g., an overlarge price can bring losses
to MUs), and unsatisfying trading experience (e.g., an ES
fails to deliver on its promise of computing service due
to limited resource supply) [14]. The above considerations
collectively form the key motivation behind this work, in
which we investigate a hybrid trading market that encom-
passes the advantages of both futures and spot trading.
More importantly, to confront the dynamic resource demand
and supply in CAMENs, we further introduce the concept
of overbooking, which plays an interesting and valuable role
in facilitating seamless computing services.

1.1.2 Overbooking: a helpful tool in dealing with dynamics
Futures trading generally relies on the presale of resources,
e.g., resources can be booked before practical demands.
Conventional booking strategy encourages the amount of
booked resources not to exceed the theoretical resource
supply, which, however, confronts difficulties in handling
fluctuant resource demand/supply. To immigrate such chal-
lenges, various commercial sectors, including airlines [24],
hotels [25], and telecom companies [26], employ the strategy
of overbooking their resources (e.g., flight tickets, hotel rooms,
and spectrum). For instance, in an effort to maximize their
revenue, airlines frequently sell more tickets than the avail-
able seats on a flight. This practice helps ensure that flights
depart with minimal vacant seats, as otherwise, a flight of-
ten takes off with 15% or more unoccupied seats, resulting in
economic losses [27]. Thus, overbooking offers an effective
strategy for handling dynamic and unpredictable resource
demand/supply in a trading market [14]. Accordingly, we
adopt overbooking in CAMENs, where each server can pre-
sign contracts with more requestors than its actual resource
supply, to support timely service provisioning while im-
proving resource utilization.

Motivated by the above discussions, we explore a hybrid
service provisioning market that integrates both futures
and spot trading modes in dynamic CAMENs with multi-
ple MUs, ESs, and CSs. To facilitate responsive and cost-
effective resource trading among them, we investigate a

cross-layer matching game to bridge diverse resource de-
mands and supplies, by obtaining proper mappings among
MUs, ESs, and CSs. For futures trading mode, we employ
the aforehand cross-layer matching (OA-CLM) mechanism
which allows two contract types: i) contract between MUs
and ESs, and ii) contract between ESs and CSs, which will
be fulfilled during future resource transactions. To better
assess the dynamics of CAMENs, we adopt interesting
concepts of overbooking and risk management that are
popularly concerned with daily economic behaviors, which
is essential for successfully navigating the market dynamics
over a long-term view. In the designed spot trading mode
(i.e., during each practical transaction), we implement two
contingency plans according to the present network/market
conditions, including: i) volunteer selection, where ESs
make choices regarding volunteers, who should temporarily
waive their services from ESs/CSs due to resource shortage.
These volunteers, in return, can receive compensation based
on pre-signed forward contracts; and ii) when there exist
MUs with unreached demands, while some ESs/CSs still
have surplus resources, we develop an onsite cross-layer
matching (OS-CLM) mechanism. This mechanism facilitates
resource trading among MUs, ESs, and CSs by evaluating
the current network/market conditions, e.g., the remaining
resource supply.

1.2 Investigation
This section conducts an extensive investigation into the re-
search background and questions, focusing on the resource
sharing in a multi-layer network architecture and the appli-
cation of matching theory to facilitate these mechanisms.

Matching game. Our research seeks to obtain effective
mappings a between requestors and servers to ensure re-
sponsive and cost-effective resource provisioning. This re-
search topic is popular and can be found in various comput-
ing contexts, including MEC, and IoT domains. Specifically,
the application of matching theory becomes popular in
building a bridge between resource requestors and servers
[15], [28]–[31]. In [15], Wang et al. modeled a distributed
many-to-many matching model between mobile tasks and
edges under diverse resource requirements and availabili-
ties. In [28], Sharghivand et al. considered quality of service
in terms of service response time and proposed a two-
sided matching between cloudlets and IoT applications. In
[29], Fang et al. proposed a many-to-one matching algorithm
between low earth orbit (LEO) satellites and geostationary
orbit satellites to minimize delay and energy overhead in
dual-layer satellite networks. In [30], Fantacc et al. matched
ESs with applications, to minimize both the average sys-
tem response time and the number of dropping requests
in industrial IoT. In [31], Raveendran et al. investigated a
many-to-many matching model to schedule resources of
fog nodes according to the requirements of subscribers in
IoT fog computing networks. Although the aforementioned
works have made certain contributions, they mainly study
matching models regarding single-layer architectures, i.e.,
resource sharing between two parties. Apparently, involving
more parties will further complicate the problem, e.g., a
three-tier CAMEN. More importantly, having significant
properties of conventional matching hold, e.g., stability, the
problem becomes even more challenging [32]. Thus, it is
urgent and critical to design feasible cross-layer matching
mechanisms when involving more parties into the market,
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where the amount of trading resources between MUs and
ESs, as well as that between ESs and CSs, can impact each
other.

Resource allocation in three-tier network architectures.
Our study focuses on resource provisioning within three-tier
network architectures, a field buoyed by the advancements
in communication and computing technologies. To this end,
concerted efforts have been made to refine task and resource
scheduling processes, as highlighted by literature [33]–[37].
In [33], Tang et al. solved an energy-aware task offloading
problem in a cloud-edge integrated computing architecture
in LEO satellite networks. In [34], Aazam et al. proposed a
three-tier IoT-fog-cloud model to support the high scalabil-
ity of IoT services and global energy efficiency. In [35], Li
et al. jointly optimized data caching and task offloading in
a three-tier MEC system. In [36], Zhang et al. considered a
network with a remote CS, multiple mobile ESs, and users,
aiming to minimize the overall cost in terms of energy and
delay. In [37], Tian et al. conducted a response ratio of-
floading strategy centered on user preference and real-time
nature to optimize the number of MUs that can be served
by ESs or the CS. While the aforementioned studies have
made valuable contributions, they primarily focus on onsite
decision-making methods (e.g., spot trading). Nevertheless,
such approaches can be susceptible to prolonged delays,
heavy energy consumption, and the potential of trading
failures. We are thereby motivated to develop a hybrid
resource trading market within the framework of a three-
tier network architecture in this paper. Our methodology
offers several key unique features over existing approaches
as summarized below.
•Our considered resource trading mode: Our study delves
into a dynamic and uncertain market over CAMENS, and
explores a resource trading paradigm that combines both
futures and spot trading modes, which greatly distinguish
our consideration with the traditional single mode. By
implementing futures trading (i.e., our proposed OA-CLM
game), limitations (e.g., extended delays, excessive energy
consumption, and potential trading inaccuracies) associated
with spot trading can be effectively mitigated, which en-
hances trading efficiency while benefiting environmental
sustainability. Since uncertainties can impose risks, we fur-
ther introduce spot trading (i.e., OS-CLM) as a backup plan
to ensure reliable and timely resource provisioning. These
two modes can greatly complement each other.
• Overbooking and risk evaluation: Our paper considers
significant uncertainties in CAMENs, imposing fluctuations
in resource demand/supply that can further impact the
utilities of MUs, ESs and CSs. To this end, we adopt an
interesting concept of overbooking, allowing ESs to reserve
resources for more MUs than their practical resource sup-
plies to cope with the dynamic resource demands, while
improving resource utilization. Our analysis also includes
an estimation of the risks that MUs, ESs and CSs may
confront during practical transactions, with efforts made
to keep these risks within an acceptable level. These two
concepts are among the key and unique highlights of our
paper, as they offer commendable advantages in supporting
responsive and cost-effective services in dynamic CAMENs.

1.3 Novelty and Contribution

This paper establishes a hybrid service trading market that
integrates both futures and spot trading modes in dynamic

CAMENs. Here, we investigate a set of cross-layer matching
games to bridge diverse resource demands and supplies.
For futures trading mode, to better assess CAMEN dy-
namics, we adopt economic concepts of overbooking and
risk management. Specifically, an OA-CLM mechanism is
deployed in advance to facilitate the contracts for future
resource transactions. In spot trading, relying on current
network/market conditions, we implement two plans: i)
selecting some MUs as volunteers based on pre-signed
contracts; and ii) developing the OS-CLM mechanism to
modify/conduct the current resource trading during each
practical transaction. To the best of our knowledge, this
paper makes a pioneering effort in designing cross-layer
and hybrid matching mechanisms in dynamic CAMENs.
Key contributions are summarized below:
• This paper introduces a hybrid market by integrating fu-
tures and spot trading modes over the CAMEN architecture,
to build a bridge between the present and future resource
provisioning. In particular, we involve a cross-layer match-
ing game to establish stable connections among multiple
MUs, ESs, and CSs, with an emphasis on optimizing the
corresponding social welfare. Interestingly, overbooking is
introduced to cope with market dynamics, e.g., uncertain
MUs’ resource demand, time-varying channel qualities, and
ever-changing resource supply. Such a strategy can greatly
support timely resource provisioning and commendable
resource utilization.
• For futures market, we develop an efficient OA-CLM
mechanism that facilitates two types of forward contracts:
contracts between MUs and ESs, as well as that between ESs
and CSs, upon determining contract terms such as service
prices and default clauses. Both contracts are pre-signed
among participants under risk analysis, e.g., negative utility
and unsatisfying trading experience, which will be fulfilled
accordingly in each practical transaction. More importantly,
our incorporation of overbooking allows the market to book
more resources than the theoretical resource supply, thereby
achieving good resource usage. We show that OA-CLM can
ensure key properties, e.g., matching stability, individual
rationality, and weak Pareto optimality.
• For spot market, we engage two cases during each prac-
tical transaction: i) when the overall resource demand of an
ES surpasses its supply (including resources booked from
CSs), the ES determines some contractual MUs as volunteers
to give up the promised services; ii) in cases where MUs
without pre-signed forward contracts have unmet resource
requirements, and there are surplus resources available from
either ESs or CSs, OS-CLM mechanism is designed as a
backup plan, helping to enhance the social welfare. We also
show that OS-CLM can support crucial properties similar to
those held by OA-CLM.
• Comprehensive simulations are conducted that encom-
pass both numerical settings and real-world datasets to
validate the remarkable performance of our proposed cross-
layer matching game within the hybrid service trading
market, involving criteria such as social welfare, as well as
time and energy efficiency.

2 SYSTEM OVERVIEW AND MODELING

2.1 Overview
The considered hybrid service trading market over CA-
MENs involves three key parties (layers): i) multiple
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Fig. 1. Framework and procedure in terms of a timeline associated with our proposed cross-layer matching game in dynamic CAMENs.

MUs denoted by B =
{
b1, ..., bi, ..., b|B|

}
, where each

of which carries a periodically generated computation-
intensive task; ii) multiple ESs represented by SE ={
sE1 , ..., s

E
j , ..., s

E
|SE|

}
, and iii) multiple CSs modeled as

SC =
{
sC1 , ..., s

C
k , ..., s

C
|SC |

}
. Specifically, ESs can serve

MUs, while borrowing resources from CSs when con-
fronting resource shortages (e.g., when the resource supply
of an ES fails to cover the overall demand from its MUs).
In particular, non-negligible uncertain factors should be
counted in a dynamic market: i) uncertain MUs’ resource
demand, ii) time-varying wireless channel qualities, and iii)
dynamic demand of inherent requestors (of CSs), since we
consider a general and practical scenario where CSs can also
serve other requestors (apart from the studied MUs) [14]. To
ease the analysis, resources of ESs and CSs are quantized
by virtual machines (VMs)1, where Each VM is dedicated to
serving a single task. Namely, each MU can be matched to a
VM on an ES or a CS.

In this paper, we are interested in integrating: i) fu-
tures trading, which facilitates participants to sign forward
contracts under acceptable risks in advance to practical
transactions, by implementing OA-CLM; and ii) spot trad-
ing, where resources can be traded among participants by
following the pre-signed forward contracts, or the well-
designed OS-CLM. Specifically, a forward contract contains
two key terms: service price and default clause. For the con-
tract between a MU bi and an ES sEj , our model considers
pU→E
i,j as the payment of ES sEj gets from MU bi, while

qE→U and qU→E denote the penalty when MUs, or ESs
break the contract, respectively. For the contract2 between
an ES sEj and a CS sCk , let pE→C

i,j,k indicate the payment that
CS sCk gets from ES sEj for further offloading bi’s task data
to sCk , and qE→C denote the penalty that an ES breaks the
contract with a CS. In general, lending resources to ES can
incur resource shortages for CSs. In this case, a CS may
have to pay refunds to their inherent requestors when their
resources fail to afford the corresponding requirements, for
which we use qC→I

k to describe the unit compensation from
sCk to its inherent requestors.

Building a bridge to connect different parties calls for

1. In practice, resource owners can run independent tasks that are
offloaded from resource requesters on a single physical server, and
these tasks can access the underlying physical resources while being
isolated from each other [38]. For instance, the ES independently
computes different tasks through different VMs [39]. Such a setting
represents the key reason of our assumption in which an VM in ES can
only serve one MU’s task [32].

2. Our market allows an ES to sign a contract with a CS for each task,
which may further be offloaded to the CS.

addressing a cross-layer matching problem. Our major goal
in this paper is to obtain proper mappings among MUs, ESs,
and CSs, to facilitate responsive and cost-effective resource provi-
sioning in dynamic CAMENs.

Fig. 1 depicts a schematic of our proposed cross-layer
matching game3. Regarding the procedure shown in Fig. 1
in terms of a timeline, participants first negotiate contracts
according to the past data/information of historical transac-
tions, before future practical transactions (futures market).
Then, in each practical transaction (spot market), contractual
participants will perform their pre-signed contracts, while
others can implement onsite transactions if needed. For
example, considering the coexistence of two CSs (i.e., C1
and C2), three ESs (i.e., E1-E3), and eight MUs (i.e., b1-b8) in
Fig. 1, participants first sign forward contracts through our
proposed OA-CLM game. Then, in each practical transac-
tion (e.g., Transactions 1 and 2 in Fig. 1), ESs can select some
contractual MUs as volunteers when the overall resource
demand exceeds their supply (e.g., b2 and b7 are selected as
volunteers by E2 and E3, respectively). Also, the uncertain
resource demand of MUs associated with an ES may enable
surplus resources and thus can serve other MUs through our
designed OS-CLM game (e.g., E1 serves b2 in Transaction
2). Besides, a CS may have to compensate for some inherent
requestors when its resources are insufficient to support the
demand of its inherent requestors (e.g., C1 can not provide
service to i2 in Transaction 2, since a certain amount of VMs
has been booked by E2).

2.2 Preliminary Modeling

We next introduce key participated parties, i.e., MUs, ESs,
and CSs, along with significant correlative uncertainties.

Modeling of MUs. Each MU bi ∈ B is modeled by
an 8-tuple bi =

{
fU
i , eti, e

U
i , r

U
i , d

U
i ,Ci, αi, γi,j

}
, where fU

i
denotes its local computing capability (e.g., CPU cycles/s);
eti (Watt) and eUi (Watt) indicate the transmission power, and
local computing power of bi, respectively; rUi refers to the
required computing resources of MU bi (CPU cycles), dUi
denotes the corresponding data size (bit), and Ci represents
the set of ESs that can serve bi, i.e., ESs that are within
the communication range of bi. To capture the dynamic
nature of the network, we consider two uncertainties for
MUs: i) the uncertain participation of MUs is denoted by αi,
describing whether bi attends a transaction and follows a

3. Note that our proposed cross-layer matching game is referred to
as a distributed decision-making system. In this system, MUs, ESs, and
CSs independently make decisions to determine their prices and select
their interested traders.
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Bernoulli distribution, αi ∼ B {(1, 0), (ai, 1− ai)}. Specif-
ically, αi = 1 indicates that bi takes part in the current
transaction; while αi = 0 otherwise; and ii) the time-varying
network condition among ESs and MUs is modeled as γi,j ,
obeying an uniform distribution4 γi,j ∼ U(µ1, µ2), where
fluctuations can be incurred due to multiple factors such as
users’ mobility and obstacles [14], [21].

Modeling of ESs. Each ES sEj ∈ SE can be described

by a 4-tuple sEj =
{
fE
j , eEj , G

E
j ,K

E
j

}
, where fE

j is the
computing capability of sEj (e.g., CPU cycles/s), eEj (Watt)
represents the local computing power. Each ES sEj owns GE

j
VMs, while a single VM can handle one task. In addition,
each ES sEj has a set of orthogonal subcarriers5 that can
serve at most KE

j MUs simultaneously6

Modeling of CSs. A CS sCk ∈ SC is denoted by a 3-
tuple sCk =

{
fC
k , eCk , G

C
k

}
, where fC

k denotes the computing
capability of sCk (e.g., CPU cycles/s), eCk (Watt) indicates
the computing power, and sCk owns GC

k VMs. To better
assess fluctuating resource demand, our model also involves
inherent requestors of CSs, for which a random variable εk
is considered that follows a Poisson distribution, denoted
by εk ∼ P(σk), where εk ∈

{
0, 1, ..., GC

k

}
. Apparently, εk

reflects the resource demand of other requestors (without
considering demands from the studied ESs and MUs).

3 OA-CLM GAME IN FUTURES MARKET

We next introduce OA-CLM game, which is a unique cross-
layer matching tailored to the characteristics of the futures
market. Our purpose is to achieve stable and reliable map-
pings among MU, ES, and CS, and reach two types of
forward contracts (e.g., contract terms such as prices and
default clauses) according to the mapping results. We first
define the following assignment ω(.) between MUs and
ESs, which represents a significant notation in the following
model designs.

• ω
(
sEj

)
: the set of MUs served by ES sEj , where ω

(
sEj

)
⊆

B;
• ω (bi): an ES in Ci that serves MU bi, where ω (bi) ⊆ Ci,
and Ci ⊆ SE ;

3.1 Utility, Expected Utility and Risk

3.1.1 Utility, expected utility and risk of MUs

The local task completion time of bi can be calculated by
rUi
fU
i

, while that of edge computing (e.g., bi offloads its task to

ES sEj ) is computed as rUi
fE
j

+
dU
i

W log2(1+etiγi,j)
. Specifically, W

4. This paper assumes that MUs are randomly moving within a
region. In addition, γi,j denotes a function of multiple factors such
as channel fading, path loss, and noise [14], [21].

5. We assume that each ES connecting to an access point (AP, e.g.,
base station and roadside unit), has a certain number of orthogonal
sub-carriers. This limits the number of MUs that can simultaneously
access the ES, as each orthogonal sub-carrier can only serve one MU
[32]. This approach acknowledges the finite nature of bandwidth by
limiting it through the number of orthogonal sub-carriers.

6. We make a general assumption that the number of VMs owned by
ESs does not exceed the number of orthogonal subcarriers they have.

is the bandwidth of MU-to-ES communication links7, and
etiγi,j indicates the received signal noise ratio (SNR) of ES
sEj . Thus, for bi, we calculate the amount of time that can be
saved from enjoying edge service8,

tsavei,j =
rUi
fU
i

−

(
rUi
fE
j

+
dUi

W log
2
(1 + etiγi,j)

)
, (1)

and that of energy consumption, as given by

csavei,j =
rUi eUi
fU
i

− dUi e
t
i

W log
2
(1 + etiγi,j)

. (2)

Accordingly, we define the valuation (e.g., the profit on
saving time and energy) that ES sEj can bring to MU bi, as
shown by

vi,j = V1t
save
i,j + V2c

save
i,j , (3)

where V1 and V2 are positive weighting coefficients.
MU’s utility and its expectation. The utility that MU bi

can obtain from trading with ESs covers three key parts:
i) the valuation that ES sEj ∈ ω(bi) can bring to MU bi
minus its payment to sEj , ii) the penalty when bi breaks the
contract (e.g., αi = 0 in a practical transaction), and iii) the
compensation if bi is selected as a volunteer, expressed as

uU (bi, ω (bi)) = (1− λi,j)αi

(
vi,j − pU→E

i,j

)
− (1− αi)q

U→E + αiλi,jq
E→U ,

(4)

where λi,j = 1 denotes that bi is selected by sEj as a volun-
teer in a practical transaction, and λi,j = 0 otherwise. Since
the uncertain factors impose great challenges to directly
maximize the practical value of (4) in our designed futures
market, we opt to involve its expected value as shown below

uU (bi, ω (bi)) =
(
1− E[λi,j ])E[αi](E[vi,j ]− pU→E

i,j

)
− (1− E[αi])q

U→E + E[αi]E[λi,j ]q
E→U ,

(5)

where we have E[αi] = Pr(αi = 1) × 1 + Pr(αi = 0) × 0 =
ai, and the derivations of E[vi,j ] and E[λi,j ] are detailed in
Appendix B.1.

Risk assessment of MUs. A futures market is generally
a coexistence of benefits and risks, as the uncertainties can
bring losses to participants. Thus, we assess two risks for
each MU bi ∈ B. First, a MU bi is risking an unsatisfy-
ing utility (e.g., the value of uU (bi, ω (bi)) turns negative)
during a practical transaction, which is defined by the
probability that the utility of bi falls below a tolerable value
umin, as given by

RU
1 (bi, ω (bi)) = Pr

(
uU (bi, ω (bi)) < umin

)
, (6)

where umin is a positive value approaching to 0. Then, as
resource overbooking is allowed in our designed market,

7. We primarily focuses on the allocation of computing resources (i.e.,
VMs) among MUs, ESs, and CSs in dynamic CANEMs. For analytical
simplicity, we assume that the bandwidth of the communication link
between each MU and an ES is consistent. Namely, we do not spend
efforts on solving the bandwidth allocation problem among MUs, ESs,
and CSs, aligning with existing related literature, such as [14], [32].

8. The model of MUs only concerns delay incurred by data trans-
mission to an ES, and its upload and data processing time, due to
the following reasons: i) the ES-CS transmission delay through wired
connections can be much smaller than that encountered by MUs; then
ii) given data privacy concerns, MUs are typically unaware of whether
their tasks are offloaded to CSs. Therefore, from the MUs’ perspective,
they can ignore the transmission delay between an ES and a CS.
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a contractual MU (e.g., a MU who has signed a forward
contract with an ES) may be selected as a volunteer and
thus forced to process its task locally. Correspondingly, such
a risk can be concerned as the probability when λi,j = 1.

RU
2 (bi, ω (bi)) = Pr(λi,j = 1). (7)

Both of the above-discussed risks should be acceptable
when designing forward contracts; otherwise, each bi will
opt for spot trading instead, meaning that they will not enter
into forward contracts with any ES in the futures market.

3.1.2 Utility, expected utility and risk of ESs

We next define the assignment φ(.) between ESs and CSs:

• φ
(
sEj

)
: the set of CSs that provide resources to ES sEj ,

where φ
(
sEj

)
⊆ SC ;

• φ
(
sCk

)
: the set of ESs that purchase resources from CS sCk ,

where φ
(
sCk

)
⊆ SE ;

Processing MUs’ tasks can consume certain costs to ESs,
where the monetary cost incurred by energy consumption
for sEj contributing services to MU bi can be calculated as

cEi,j = V3
rUi eEj
fE
j

+ cHj , (8)

where V3 represents the cost coefficient to enable a unified
unit for energy, e.g., dollars; while cHj describes the hard-
ware cost, which is assumed to be a constant and the same
across all the VMs owned by sEj [32].

As the resources of an ES is generally limited, it can
borrow resources from CSs to attract more MUs, which
mainly depends on whether the overall gathered resource
demand (e.g., |ω

(
sEj

)
|) exceeds its supply (e.g., (1+ τ)GE

j ,
where τ denotes an overbooking rate9). Thus, we use
xj = |ω

(
sEj

)
| − (1 + τ)GE

j to describe the necessity for
purchasing resources from CSs. Apparently, xj > 0 means
that sEj is confronting local resource shortage and needs a
certain amount of cloud resources; while xj ≤ 0 otherwise.
To answer the question of which tasks (namely, MUs) should
be migrated to CSs, we use Bj,k to describe the set of MUs,
while their tasks will be offloaded to CS sCk for further
processing. Let βi,j,k indicate whether sEj fulfills a contract

with CS sCk ∈ φ
(
sEj

)
about a task of bi in Bj,k during a

practical transaction, as defined by,

βi,j,k =

{
1, sEj fulfills a contract with sCk for bi
0, sEj breaks a contract with sCk for bi

(9)

where βi,j,k = 1 denotes that sEj will purchase cloud
resources from sCk for bi’s task, and βi,j,k = 0, otherwise.

ES’s utility and its expectation. The utility that ES sEj
obtains from MUs involves three key parts: i) the overall
payment from MUs (e.g., bi ∈ ω

(
sEj

)
) minus the cost for

offering services to them, ii) the penalty from MUs who

9. It is critical to apply overbooking strategies with carefulness to
avoid buyer dissatisfaction and potential risks to both parties (e.g.,
resource sellers and buyers). Therefore, our overbooking rate setting
is meticulously considered, detailed in Sec. 5.3.3.

break contracts (e.g., αi = 0 in a practical transaction), and
iii) the compensation to volunteers, which is calculated by

uU↔E
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
=

∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

αi (1− λi,j)
(
pU→E
i,j − cEi,j

)
+

∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

(
(1− αi) q

U→E − αiλi,jq
E→U

)
.

(10)
As ESs implement two-way trading in such a three-tier
network, an ES can obtain profit from CSs, where the corre-
sponding utility includes three key aspects: i) the payment
to CSs for purchasing their resources, ii) the saved service
cost of ES through offloading MUs’ tasks to CSs, and iii)
the compensation for breaking contracts (e.g., βi,j,k = 0), as
given by

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEk

))
= −

∑
sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k

(
pE→C
i,j,k − cEi,j

)
−

∑
sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

(1− βi,j,k) q
E→C .

(11)

Accordingly, we can compute the overall utility of sEj as,

uE
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
, φ
(
sEj

))
= uU↔E

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
+ uE↔C

(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

))
.

(12)

As the uncertainties stop us to obtain the practical value
of (12) directly in futures market, the corresponding expec-
tation of uE

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
, φ

(
sEj

))
can be considered below

uE
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
, φ
(
sEj

))
=∑

bi∈ω(sEj )

ai (1− E[λi,j ])
(
pU→E
i,j − cEi,j

)
+

∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

(
(1− ai) q

U→E − aiE[λi,j ]q
E→U

)
−

∑
sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

E[βi,j,k]
(
pE→C
i,j,k − cEi,j

)
−

∑
sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

(1− E[βi,j,k]) q
E→C ,

(13)

where the derivation of E[βi,j,k] is given in Appendix B.2.

Risk assessment of ESs. As the middle layer of CA-
MENs, ESs have to gather two-way information/data from
MUs and CSs, which are both uncertain, e.g., dynamic MUs’
resource demand and CSs’ resource supply. To this end, an
ES should estimate its risks involving: i) the risk of breaking
a contracts with a CS, as given by

RE
1

(
sEj , s

C
k

)
= Pr (βi,j,k = 0) , ∀sCk ∈ φ

(
sEj

)
, ∀bi ∈ Bj,k (14)

and ii) the risk of breaking the contract with MUs due to
overbooking (i.e., the demand of ES exceeds its resource
supply), is expressed as

RE
2

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
, φ
(
sEj

))
=

Pr

 ∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

αi >
∑

sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

|Bj,k|+GE
j

 ,
(15)
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where
∑

sCk ∈φ(sEj )
|Bj,k| denotes the number of tasks of-

floaded to CSs in φ
(
sEj

)
.

For an ES, it is essential to effectively manage the risks
mentioned above; otherwise, they may prefer participating
in the spot trading market rather than entering into forward
contracts in the futures market.

3.1.3 Utility, expected utility and risk of CSs

The overhead of a CS sCk for serving the task of MU bi
offloaded by sEj can be computed as

cCi,j,k = V3
rUi eCj
fC
k

+ cHk , (16)

where cHk describes the hardware cost, which is assumed
to be a constant and the same across all the VMs in sCk
[32]. In addition, inherent requestors of sCk can lead to an
imbalance between its demand and supply. Let ϑk describe
whether the resource demand of sCk exceeds its supply
during practical transactions, as given by

ϑk =

{
0 ,

∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k + εk ≤ GC
k

1 ,
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )
∑

bi∈Bj,k
βi,j,k + εk > GC

k ,
(17)

where
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )
∑

bi∈Bj,k
βi,j,k denotes the number of

VMs offering to ESs in set φ
(
sCk

)
. When ϑk = 1, we use

Nk to denote the number of inherent requestors who fail to
enjoy cloud services, computed as

Nk =
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k + εk −GC
k . (18)

CS’s utility and its expectation. The utility of CS sCk
trading with ESs consists of four key parts: i) the overall
payment from ESs (e.g., sEj ∈ φ

(
sCk

)
) minus the cost for

for offering services to them; ii) the penalty from ES for
breaking contracts (e.g., βi,j,k = 0 in a practical transaction);
iii) the payment from inherent requestors; and iv) possible
compensation to inherent requestors. Accordingly, we have

uC
(
sCk , φ

(
sCk

))
=∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

(
βi,j,k

(
pE→C
i,j,k − cCi,j,k

)
+ (1− βi,j,k)q

E→C
)

+ ϑk[(εk −Nk)p
I→C
k +Nkq

C→I
k ] + (1− ϑk)εkp

I→C
k .

(19)
Since the uncertainties bring challenges to obtain the

practical value of (19), we consider its corresponding ex-
pectation instead, as given by

uC
(
sCk , φ

(
sCk

))
=∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

(
E[βi,j,k]

(
pE→C
i,j,k − cCi,j,k

)
+ (1− E[βi,j,k])q

E→C
)

+ E[ϑk]
{
(E[εk]− E[Nk])p

I→C
k + E[Nk]q

C→I
k

}
+ (1− E[ϑk])E[εk]pI→C

k

(20)
where the derivations of E[Nk], E[εk], and E[ϑk] are given in
Appendix B.3.

Risk assessment of CSs. Due to the dynamic resource
requirements from ESs and its inherent requestors, sCk also
faces a risk reflected by the probability that sCk ’s resource

demand exceeds its supply GC
k , is given by

RC
(
sCk , φ

(
sCk

))
= Pr(ϑk = 1) (21)

Apparently, for any CS, RC should be well estimated and
controlled; otherwise, it will attend the spot market instead.

3.2 Key Definitions in OA-CLM Game
Service trading in our designed futures market over CA-
MENs can be described as an OA-CLM game, compris-
ing of two matching types: i) MU-ES many-to-one (M2O)
matching, and ii) ES-CS many-to-many (M2M) matching,
helping with guiding participants to sign forward con-
tracts. Such matching mechanisms work good for handling
the uncertainties (and thus control potential risks) in CA-
MENs, which differentiates them from conventional match-
ing mechanisms (e.g., matching decisions are made based
on the current network/market conditions). Our OA-CLM
game can be formalized based on a series of key definitions
given below.

Definition 1. (Many-to-one matching in the futures market) A
M2O matching ω in the futures market constitutes a mapping
between MU set B and ES set SE , while satisfying the following
properties:
• for each MU bi ∈ B, ω (bi)⊆ Ci, Ci ⊆ SE , |ω (bi)| = 1;
• for each ES sEj ∈ Ci, ω

(
sEj

)
⊆ B;

• for MU bi and ES sEj , bi ∈ ω
(
sEj

)
if and only if

{
sEj

}
=

ω (bi).

We next define the concept of blocking pair10, representing
a significant factor that may lead to instability of a M2O
matching.

Definition 2. (Blocking pair of MU-ES matching) Under a
given M2O matching ω, MU bi and ES sEj form a blocking pair(
bi; s

E
j

)
, for which we consider two types.

Type 1 blocking pair: Type 1 blocking pair satisfies the
following condition:

uU↔E
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
\ω̃
(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
> uU↔E

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
,

(22)
which indicates that sEj can increase its expected utility by giving

up some MUs, e.g., ω̃
(
sEj

)
, while serving bi instead.

Type 2 blocking pair: Type 2 blocking pair satisfies the
following condition:

uU↔E
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
> uU↔E

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
, (23)

which makes a matching unstable since sEj can serve more MUs
under its resource constraint, to improve its expected utility.

The matching between ESs and CSs can be formalized
relying on the following definitions.

Definition 3. (Many-to-many matching in the futures market)
A M2M matching φ in the futures market denotes a mapping
between ES set SE and CS set SC , while satisfying the following
conditions:

10. Blocking pairs refer to any two entities (such as individuals,
schools, job positions, etc.) that are not matched to each other but would
prefer to be paired together rather than remaining in their current
matches. This concept is a critical factor in assessing the stability of
a given set of matching solutions [15].
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• for each CS sCk ∈ SC , φ
(
sCk

)
⊆ SE ;

• for each ES sEj ∈ SE , φ
(
sEj

)
⊆ SC ;

• for CS sCk and ES sEj , sCk ∈ φ
(
sEj

)
if and only if sEj ∈ φ

(
sCk

)
.

We next introduce the concept of blocking coalition, which
represents a crucial factor that can make a M2M matching
unstable.

Definition 4. (Blocking coalition of ES-CS matching) Given a
M2M matching φ, CS sCk and ES set S ⊆ SE form a blocking
pair

(
sCk ; S

)
, for which we consider two types:

Type 1 blocking coalition: Type 1 blocking coalition can be
incurred when the following conditions are met:

uC
(
sCk , S

)
> uC

(
sCk , φ

(
sCk

))
, (24)

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

)
\φ̃
(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
> uE↔C

(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

))
.

(25)
Type 2 blocking coalition: Type 2 blocking coalition can be
incurred when the following conditions are met:

uC
(
sCk , S

)
> uC

(
sCk , φ

(
sCk

))
, (26)

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
> uE↔C

(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

))
. (27)

It can be inferred that a Type 1 blocking coalition can
result in the instability of a matching, since an ES is mo-
tivated to select a different set of CSs to achieve a higher
expected utility. Similarly, a Type 2 blocking coalition can
also introduce instability to a matching since an ES can
engage with more CSs to enhance its expected utility.

3.3 Problem Formulation
The key purpose of the three parties in our designed futures
market is to maximize their individual expected utilities under
acceptable risks. Accordingly, each MU bi ∈ B aims to
maximize its overall expected utility, given as

FU : max
ω(bi)

uU (bi, ω (bi)) (28)

s.t. ω (bi) =
{{

sEj

}
,∅
}
, ∀sEj ⊆ Ci (28a)

pU→E
i,j ≤ E[vi,j ], if ω (bi) =

{
sEj

}
(28b)

RU
1 (bi, ω (bi)) ≤ ρ1 (28c)

RU
2 (bi, ω (bi)) ≤ ρ2 (28d)

where ρ1 and ρ2 are risk thresholds, and ρ1, ρ2 ∈ (0, 1]. In
the optimization problem FU , constraint (28a) guarantees
that a MU can only be matched to one ES, constraint (28b)
ensures that the obtained expected valuation of bi benefit
from sEj can cover its corresponding payment; constraints
(28c) and (28d) evaluate and control the risks of bi, and the
derivations of the two risks constraints are conducted in
Appendix B.1. Moreover, in the considered futures market,
each ES sEj ∈ SE prefers to maximize its overall expected
utility, as modeled by the following optimization problem
FE :

FE : max
ω(sEj ),φ(s

E
j )

uE
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
, φ
(
sEj

))
(29)

s.t. ω
(
sEj

)
⊆ B (29a)

φ
(
sEj

)
⊆ SC , if xj > 0 (29b)

pU→E
i,j ≥ cEi,j , ∀bi ∈ ω

(
sEj

)
(29c)

pE→C
i,j,k ≤ pmax

j , ∀sCk ∈ φ
(
sEj

)
, if xj > 0 (29d)

|ω
(
sEj

)
| ≤

(1 + τ)

GE
j +

∑
sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

|Bj,k|

 ≤ (1 + τ)KE
j (29e)

RE
1

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
≤ ρ3 (29f)

RE
2

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
, φ
(
sEj

))
≤ ρ4 (29g)

Since we are unaware of the specific tasks that can fur-
ther be offloaded to CSs for process at this time, we use
pmax
j = min

{
pU→E
i,j | ∀bi ∈ ω

(
sEj

)}
to estimate the maxi-

mum payment (per offloaded task) from sEj to a CS, which
conforms the rule that the expense of sEj offered to sCk
can fall below the payment from bi. In problem FE , ρ3
and ρ4 are risk thresholds within interval (0, 1]. Constraints
(29a) and (29b) show the affiliation of ω

(
sEj

)
and φ

(
sEj

)
,

respectively; constraints (29c) and (29d) ensure that the
payment from each MU to sEj , and the expense of sEj
offered to sCk can cover the corresponding service costs;
constraint (29e) considers the resource supply of sEj for

serving MUs in ω
(
sEj

)
should not exceed its overbooked

resources, while below the number of MUs that can access
to it simultaneously (e.g., KE

j ); constraints (29f) and (29g)
management the risks that an ES may confront, and the
derivations of such risks are conducted in Appendix B.2.
Then, similar to MUs and ESs, the goal of each CS sCk ∈ SC

is to maximize its expected utility, as described by FC :

FC : max
φ(sCk )

uC
(
sCk , φ

(
sCk

))
(30)

s.t. φ
(
sCk

)
⊆ SE (30a)

pE→C
i,j,k ≥ cCi,j,k, ∀sEj ∈ φ

(
sCk

)
(30b)

RC
(
sCk , φ

(
sCk

))
≤ ρ5 (30c)

where ρ5 denotes a risk threshold falls in interval (0, 1].
In FC , constraint (30a) guarantees φ

(
sCk

)
belongs to set

SE ; constraint (30b) helps CS sCk to enjoy a non-negative
expected utility; and constraint (30c) constrains the risk that
sCk ’s resource demand may exceeds its resource supply, and
the derivation of (30c) is studied in Appendix B.3.

3.4 Algorithm Design
Our proposed OA-CLM facilitates two-way negotiations
involving MUs, ESs, and CSs, where the trading between
MUs and ESs, as well as between ESs and CSs, can signif-
icantly influence each other, resulting in an iterative, cross-
layer, and intricate trading process. To provide a clearer
illustration of how the OA-CLM game operates, the entire
matching procedure involves three key phases with multi-
ple rounds. It specific details can be found in Algorithm 1.

i) MU-ES matching game (Phase 1): We first introduce the
M2O matching between MUs and ESs and adopt the Gale-
Shapley algorithm [40], [41] to construct a stable mapping
in the considered futures market.
Step 1. Initialization: At the beginning of each round, each
MU bi sets its payment by pU→E

i,j ⟨1⟩ = pmin
i,j (line 1), where

pmin
i,j denotes the initial payment from bi to sEj . In addition,
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Algorithm 1: Proposed OA-CLM in the futures market

1 Initialization: m← 1, n← 1, pU→E
i,j ⟨1⟩ ← pmin

i,j , pE→C
i,j,k ⟨1⟩ ← pmin

i,j,k, for ∀i, j, k, flagi ← 1, flagj ← 1
2 % Phase 1. MU-ES M2O matching game
3 while flagi do
4 Calculate LU

i , where RU
1 < ρ1, R

U
2 < ρ2

5 Determine W(bi)← choose the top ES in LU
i

6 flagi ← 0
7 if ∀W (bi) ̸= ∅ then
8 for sEj ←W (bi) do
9 bi sends a proposal including pU→E

i,j ⟨m⟩ and rUi to sEj

10 while Σbi∈Bflagi > 0 do
11 Collect proposals from the MUs in B, e.g., using W̃

(
sEj
)

to include the MUs that send proposals to sEj
12 W

(
sEj
)
← choose MUs from W̃

(
sEj
)

to maximize the ES’s expected utility under limited (1 + τ)KE
j VMs

constraint and risks constraints RE
2

13 sEj temporally accept the MUs in W
(
sEj
)
, and rejects the others, and notify each MU that whether be selected

and the probability of being selected as a volunteer in this round

14 for bi ∈W
(
sEj
)

do
15 if bi is rejected by sEj , pU→E

i,j ⟨m⟩ < vi,j , and RU
1 < ρ1 then

16 pU→E
i,j ⟨m+ 1⟩ ← min

{
pU→E
i,j ⟨m⟩+∆pi,E[vi,j ]

}
17 else
18 pU→E

i,j ⟨m+ 1⟩ ← pU→E
i,j ⟨m⟩

19 if there exists pU→E
i,j ⟨m+ 1⟩ ̸= pU→E

i,j ⟨m⟩, ∀bi ∈W
(
sEj
)

then
20 flagi ← 1, m← m+ 1

21 % Phase 2. ES-CS M2M matching game
22 while flagj do
23 Calculate LE

i,j

24 Determine Y
(
sEj
)
← choose each task’s interested CSs from LE

i,j ;
25 Calculate the probability of ES sEj fulfills the contract E[βi,j,k] to sCk
26 flagj ← 0

27 if sEj ∈
{
sEj | xj > 0, ∀sEj ∈ SE

}
then

28 for sCk ∈ Y
(
sEj
)

do
29 sEj sends its information (e.g., payment for each task pE→C

i,j,k ⟨n⟩, probability of fulfilling the contract E[βj,k], and
required amount of resource rmax

j ) to sCk ∈ Y
(
sEj
)

30 while ΣsEj ∈SEflagj > 0 do

31 Collect proposals from the ESs in
{
sEj | xj > 0, ∀sEj ∈ SE

}
, e.g., using Ỹ

(
sCk
)

to include the ESs’ tasks that
send proposals to sCk

32 Y
(
sCk
)
← choose ESs’ tasks from Ỹ

(
sCk
)

to maximize the CS’s expected utility under limited GC
k VMs

constraint and risk constraint RC

33 sCk temporally accept the ESs in Y
(
sCk
)
, and rejects the others

34 for sEj ∈ Y
(
sCk
)

do
35 if a task from sEj is rejected by sCk and pE→C

i,j,k ⟨n⟩ < pmax
j then

36 pE→C
i,j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ ← min

{
pE→C
i,j,k ⟨n⟩+∆pj , p

max
j

}
37 else
38 pE→C

i,j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ ← pE→C
i,j,k ⟨n⟩

39 if there exists pE→C
i,j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ ̸= pE→C

i,j,k ⟨n⟩, ∀sCk ∈ Y
(
sEj
)

then
40 flagj ← 1, n← n+ 1

41 % Phase 3. Cross-layer interaction
42 if |W

(
sEj
)
| > (1 + τ)

(
GE

j +
∑

sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

|Bj,k|
)
, ∀sEj ∈ SE then

43 W
(
sEj
)
← sEj selects some MUs from W

(
sEj
)

to maximize its expected utility based on ES’s overbooked resource
supply (1 + τ)

(
GE

j +
∑

sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

|Bj,k|
)

44 if The risks of participants(i.e., MU, ES, and CS) are unacceptable then
45 The corresponding participant will give up the futures trading

46 ω
(
sEj
)
←W

(
sEj
)
, ω(bi)←W(bi), φ

(
sEj
)
← Y

(
sEj
)
, φ
(
sCk
)
← Y

(
sCk
)

47 Return: ω
(
sEj
)
, ω(bi), φ

(
sEj
)
, φ
(
sCk
)

each MU announces its requests to ESs according to its
preference list (Definition 5).

Definition 5. (Preference list of MU) The preference list LU
i of

a MU bi regarding ESs represents a vector of sEj ∈ Ci, sorted by
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the expected value of uU
(
bi, s

E
j

)
under a non-ascending order:

LU
i =

{
sEj | non-ascending on uU

(
bi, s

E
j

)
,∀sEj ∈ Ci

}
, (31)

where we use W(bi) ∈ LU
i to represent the favorite ES of bi

(e.g., |W(bi)| = 1), and W
(
sEj

)
to indicate the set of MUs

that are temporarily accepted by sEj during the matching
procedure.
Step 2. Proposal of MUs: At round m, each MU bi chooses
the top ES in LU

i under acceptable risks, and records it
in W(bi) (line 5). Then, bi sends a proposal to the ES in
W(bi) (denoted by sEj for analytical simplicity), including
its payment pU→E

i,j ⟨m⟩ and the required amount of resource
rUi (line 9).

Step 3. MU selection on ESs’ side: We use set W̃
(
sEj

)
to collect the information from MUs, each ES sEj then
determines a collection of temporarily MUs, as recorded
in set W

(
sEj

)
, where W

(
sEj

)
⊆ W̃

(
sEj

)
that enable the

maximum expected utility under the overbooked maximum
access (1 + τ)KE

j (e.g., constraint (29e)). Then, each sEj
informs MUs in set W̃

(
sEj

)
about its determinations, as

well as the probability on being selected as a volunteer, in
the current round (lines 10-13).
Step 4. Decision-making on MUs’ side: After obtaining
decisions from ES sEj ∈ W(bi), bi considers the following
conditions:

Condition 1. The payment from bi remains unchanged,
when one of the following conditions is met (line 18): i) bi
is accepted by an ES sEj ; ii) bi’s current payment pU→E

i,j ⟨m⟩
equals to its expected valuation E[vi,j ]; iii) risks are turning
intolerable control, e.g., raising the payment can lead to an
unacceptable risk (i.e., fails to meet constraint (28c));

Condition 2. If bi is rejected by an ES sEj , its current pay-
ment pU→E

i,j ⟨m⟩ stays below its expected valuation E[vi,j ],
and the corresponding risk RU

1 is acceptable, bi will put up
its payment to sEj in the next round (line 16).
Step 5. Repeat: If payments of all the MUs stay unchanged
from the (m − 1)th round to the mth round, the matching
will be terminated at round m (e.g., Σbi∈Bflagi = 0, line
6). Otherwise, OA-CLM repeats the above steps (e.g., lines
3-20) in the next round.

ii) ES-CS matching game (Phase 2): We next introduce
the M2M matching between ESs and CSs and adopt the
Gale-Shapley algorithm [40], [41], contributing to construct
a stable mapping for purchasing cloud resources in our
futures market, as follows:
Step 1. Initialization: At the beginning of each round, each
ES sEj sets its payment for a task as pE→C

i,j,k ⟨1⟩ = pmin
i,j,k, where

pmin
i,j,k denotes the initial payment from ES sEj . We apply

Y
(
sCk

)
to indicate the tasks that are temporarily accepted

by CS sCk , and Y
(
sEj

)
to represent CSs that are interested

in the tasks of ES sEj , based on each task’s (namely, MU’s)
preference list, according to the following definition.

Definition 6. (Preference list of ES) The preference list LE
i,j of

an ES sEj in handling the task of bi regarding CSs (e.g., which
CS can the task of bi be offloaded to for further processing, from
sEj ) is a vector of sCk ∈ SC , sorted by the expected value of

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

))
and following a non-ascending order:

LE
i,j ={
sCk | non-ascending on uE↔C

(
sCk , φ

(
sEj

))
, ∀sCk ∈ SC

}
.

(32)

Step 2. Proposal of ESs: At round n, each ES sEj ∈{
sEj | xj > 0, ∀sEj ∈ SE

}
reports its information, including

each task’s payment pE→C
i,j,k ⟨n⟩, the corresponding required

amount of resources rUi , and the probability on breaking the
contract with sCk (i.e., Pr (βi,j,k = 0)). Since we are unaware
of the specific tasks that can be offloaded to CSs for process-
ing during this time, let rmax

j = max
{
rUi | ∀bi ∈ ω

(
sEj

)}
to estimate the maximum amount of required resources (per
offloaded task) from sEj to a CS (line 29).

Step 3. ES selection on CSs’ side: After collecting the
information from ESs in set Ỹ

(
sCk

)
, each CS sCk determines

a collection of temporarily ESs’ tasks, as recorded by set
Y
(
sCk

)
, where Y

(
sCk

)
⊆ Ỹ

(
sCk

)
, that enables the maximum

expected utility under limited resource supply (e.g., GC
k )

while supporting an acceptable risk RC . Then, each sCk
informs ESs about its determinations in the current round
(lines 30-33).

Step 4. Decision-making on ESs’ side: After obtaining
decisions from each CS sCk ∈ Y

(
sEj

)
, ES sEj considers the

following conditions:

Condition 1. If the task of a MU associated with ES
sEj is accepted by sCk , or its current payment pE→C

i,j,k ⟨n⟩
equals to its maximum payment pmax

j (e.g., pmax
j =

min
{
pU→E
i,j ⟨m⟩ |bi ∈W

(
sEj

)}
), the payment from sEj re-

mains unchanged, i.e., pE→C
i,j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ = pE→C

i,j,k ⟨n⟩ (line 38);

Condition 2. If the task of a MU associated with sEj
is rejected by sCk and its current payment pE→C

i,j,k ⟨n⟩ is
still below its maximum payment pmax

j , sEj increases its
payment to sCk in the next round (line 36).

Step 6. Repeat: If payments of all the ESs stay unchanged
from the (n − 1)th round to the nth round, the matching
will be terminated at round n (e.g., ΣsEj ∈SEflagj = 0, line
26). Otherwise, OA-CLM repeats the above steps (e.g., lines
22-40) in the next round.

iii) Cross-layer interaction (Phase 3): This step describes
the mutual impacts between the above-discussed two
phases. When ES sEj did not purchase sufficient re-

sources from CSs in Phase 2, i.e., |W
(
sEj

)
| > (1 +

τ)
(
GE

j +
∑

sCk ∈φ(sEj )
|Bj,k|

)
, sEj will further choose some

MUs from W
(
sEj

)
to maximize its expected utility

based on its overbooked resource supply, e.g., (1 +

τ)
(
GE

j +
∑

sCk ∈φ(sEj )
|Bj,k|

)
(lines 42-43), which makes the

previous two phases mutually impact each other (i.e., the
quantity of matched MUs for each ES during Phase 1
determines the resource demand for each ES in Phase 2,
whereas the quantity of cloud resources acquired by an ES
in Phase 2 directly influences the resource supply of that
ES in Phase 1). Our OA-CLM facilitates a risk-aware futures
market, where participants will later engage in spot market
when incurring unacceptable risks (lines 44-45).
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3.5 Design Targets and Property Analysis
As our OA-CLM game is pre-deployed for future practical
resource transactions, our focus lies in crafting distinctive
objectives that diverge from conventional matching games,
considering the expected utility for participants as well as
their associated risks.

Definition 7. (Individual rationality of MU-ES matching in fu-
tures market) For both MUs and ESs, a matching ω is individual
rational when the following conditions are satisfied:
• for MUs: the risks of MU bi ∈ B on obtaining an unsatisfying
utility, and being selected as a volunteer, are controlled within
certain ranges, i.e., constraints (28c) and (28d) are satisfied.
• for ESs: each sEj matched to a MU set ω

(
sEj

)
can achieve a

positive expected utility, i.e.,

uU↔E
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
> 0. (33)

The risks of each ES on breaking the pre-signed contracts are
controlled within certain ranges, i.e., constraints (29f) and (29g)
are satisfied. Moreover, the overall resource demand of sEj will not
exceed its supply, as given by

|ω
(
sEj

)
| ≤ (1 + τ)

GE
j +

∑
sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

|Bj,k|

 . (34)

Definition 8. (Individual rationality of ES-CS matching) For
both ESs and CSs, a matching φ is individual rational when the
following conditions are satisfied:
• for CSs: each CS sCk matched to an ES set φ

(
sCk

)
can achieve a

positive expected utility, i.e.,

uC
(
sCk , φ

(
sCk

))
> 0 (35)

Then, the risk of each CS that its resource demand exceeds
supply can be controlled within a certain range, i.e., constraints
(30c) is satisfied.
• for ESs: the risk of each ES on breaking the contracts with
CSs is controlled within a certain range, i.e., constraint (29f).
Meanwhile, each ES can achieve a positive expected utility, i.e.,

uE
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
, φ
(
sEj

))
> 0 (36)

Definition 9. (Strong stability of OA-CLM) The proposed OA-
CLM is strongly stable if MU-ES matching and ES-CS matching
are individually rational and have no blocking pair or coalition.

Note that competitive equilibrium represents a conven-
tional concept in economic behaviors, which plays an im-
portant role in analyzing the performance of commodity
markets upon having flexible prices and multiple players
[32]. When the considered market arrives at the competitive
equilibrium, there exists a price at which the number of
MUs that will pay is equal to the number of ESs that will
sell [32]. Correspondingly, the competitive equilibrium in
futures market is defined below.

Definition 10. (Competitive equilibrium associated with trading
between MUs and ESs in OA-CLM) The trading between MUs
and ESs reaches a competitive equilibrium if the following condi-
tions are satisfied:
• For each ES sEj ∈ SE , if sEj is associated with a MU bi ∈ B,
then cEi,j ≤ pU→E

i,j ,
• For each MU bi ∈ B, bi is willing to trade with the ES that
can bring it with the maximum expected utility,

• For each MU bi ∈ B, if bi is not associated with any ES, then
the payment paid by bi is equal to its expected valuation E[vi,j ]
or the maximum payment pmax

i,j under accepted risk RU
1 through

trading with sEj .

Definition 11. (Competitive equilibrium associated with trading
between ESs and CSs in OA-CLM) The trading between ESs and
CSs reaches a competitive equilibrium if the following conditions
are satisfied:
• For each CS sCk ∈ SC , if sCk is associated with an ES sEj ∈ SE ,
then cCi,j,k ≤ pE→C

i,j,k ,
• For each ES sEj ∈ SE , sEj is willing to trade with the CS that
can bring it with the maximum expected utility,
• For each ES sEj ∈ SE , if a task of sEj is not associated with any
CS, then pE→C

i,j,k = pmax
j .

For a multi-objective optimization problem (e.g., opti-
mization problems FU , FE , and FC ), a Pareto improve-
ment occurs when the expected social welfare can be increased
with another feasible matching result. Specifically, the ex-
pected social welfare refers to a summation of expected
utilities of MUs, ESs, and CSs in our designed CAMENs.
Thus, a matching is weak Pareto optimal when there is no
Pareto improvement [32].

Definition 12. (Weak Pareto optimality of OA-CLM) The pro-
posed OA-CLM is weak Pareto optimal if there is no Pareto
improvement.

We show that our proposed OA-CLM can support the
above-discussed properties, while the corresponding analy-
sis and proofs are given by Lemmas 1-6 in Appendix C, due
to space limitation.

4 OS-CLM GAME IN SPOT MARKET

To cope with the dynamics of our considered market (e.g.,
fluctuant resource demand/supply and varying communi-
cation qualities), while ensuring efficient and dependable re-
source provisioning, we then engage two cases during each
practical resource transaction: i) When the total resource
demand of an ES surpasses its supply, including resources
borrowed from CSs as specified in forward contracts, the
ES identifies certain contractual MUs as volunteers to re-
linquish the committed services, to meet the resource con-
straint; ii) In cases where certain MUs without pre-signed
forward contracts have resource requirements, while some
ESs or CSs have surplus resources to offer, the OS-CLM
mechanism is designed as a complementary plan to assist
participants in achieving improved utilities.

To distinguish the MUs, ESs, and CSs that practically
participate in spot trading market, we first introduce the
following notations.
• B′: the set of MUs that need to trade with ESs to get
resources in spot market, including MUs those without
forward contracts and the volunteers, i.e., B′ ⊆ B;
• SE′ and SC′: the set of ESs, and the set of CSs with idle
resources in spot market, i.e., SE′ ⊆ SE and SC′ ⊆ SC ;
• ω′

(
sEj

)
: the set of MUs served by ES sEj in spot market,

where ω′
(
sEj

)
⊆ B′;

• ω′ (bi): an ES that serves MU bi in spot market, where
ω′ (bi) ⊆ C′

i, and C′
i ⊆ SE′, C′

i represents the set of
candidate ESs in SE′ that bi may get services;
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• φ′
(
sEj

)
: the set of CSs that lend resources to ES sEj in spot

market, where φ′
(
sEj

)
⊆ SC′;

• φ′
(
sCk

)
: the set of ESs that borrow resources from CS sCk

in spot market, where φ′
(
sCk

)
⊆ SE′.

In the spot market, we then define the practical utility
of MU bi ∈ B′ as the difference between its practically
obtained valuation and its payment to an ES, as given by

uU′(bi, ω
′ (bi)) = vi,j − pU′→E′

i,j . (37)

Similarly, the utility of ES sEj ∈ SE′ can be calculated
as its total received payments minus service costs and its
payment to CSs, as shown by

uE′
(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

)
, φ′
(
sEj

))
=

∑
bi∈ω′(sEj )

(
pU′→E′
i,j − cEi,j

)
−

∑
sC
k
∈φ′(sEj )

∑
bi∈B′

j,k

(
pE′→C′
i,j,k − cEi,j

)
,

(38)

where B′j,k refers to the set of MUs that can enjoy computing
services offered by sEj , for further purchasing resources from
sCk in spot market. In addition, the utility of CS is deter-
mined by the overall payment obtained from ESs minus its
service cost:

uC′
(
sCk , φ

′
(
sCk

))
=

∑
sEj ∈φ′(sCk )

∑
bi∈B′

j,k

(
pE′→C′
i,j,k − cCi,j,k

)
.

(39)
Note that each MU, ES, and CS aims to maximize its

overall practical utility in the designed spot market. Since the
OS-CLM game is similar to OA-CLM in some aspects, the
optimization problems, the relevant definitions of matching
ω′(.) and φ′(.) as well as the algorithm design, the design
targets and their corresponding analysis as well as algo-
rithm design of OS-CLM are detailed by Appendix D.

5 EVALUATION

5.1 Simulation Settings
To verify the superior performance of our proposed hy-
brid cross-layer matching game in dynamic CAMENs, we
conduct comprehensive evaluations, involving both exper-
iments relying on i) numerical simulations with various
parameter settings (see Sec. 5.3); as well as ii) real-world
data-based simulations (see Sec. 5.4), upon considering real-
world EUA Dataset [42], which offers the information of
base stations (as ESs in our paper) and MUs (e.g., location
information) within Metropolitan Melbourne, Australia (an
overall region of over 9,000 km2). Simulations are carried
out via MATLAB R2019a on the desktop with 12th Gen
Intel Core i5-12400 2.5 GHz and 16 GB RAM. For nota-
tional simplicity, our proposed cross-layer matching game
in the hybrid service trading market is abbreviated as "Hy-
brid_F_S". Without loss of generality, we adopt the Monte
Carlo method, where each value associated with simulation
figures represents the average value over 1000 independent
simulations [43].

The primary parameters for the simulation have been es-
tablished in accordance with the supportive existing litera-
ture [14], [32], [43], [44], as detailed below: fU

i ∈ [1, 1.5]×109
CPU cycles/s, fE

j ∈ [1, 3]×1012 CPU cycles/s, fC
k ∈ [1, 3]×

1012 CPU cycles/s, dUi ∈ [1, 1.5] Mb, rUi = 600 cycles/bit
× dUi , eti ∈ [500, 550] mW, eUi = eEj = eCk ∈ [450, 500]

mW, µ1 = 100, µ2 = 400 (i.e., the received SNR thus falls
within [17, 23]dB roughly), ai ∈ [0.64, 0.96], GE

j ∈ [4, 5],
KE

j ∈ [6, 8], GC
k ∈ [8, 12], εk ∈ [0, GC

k ], σk ∈ [2, 4], W = 6
MHz, qU→E = 3, qE→U = 3, qE→C = 2, qC→I = 1.5,
cH = 0.05, pmin

i,j = pmin
i,j,k = 1.5, τ = 0.1, thresholds ρ1 − ρ5

are set by 0.3, the number of CSs is 12.

5.2 Benchmark Methods and Evaluation Matrices
To better evaluate the performance of Hybrid_F_S, we in-
volve a set of comparable methods as benchmarks.
• Cross-layer matching game conventional spot trading
(Conventional_S) [32]: Conventional_S is implemented in
a spot trading market over CAMENs, where resources are
shared between MUs and ESs, and between ESs and CSs,
through M2O and M2M matching.
• Cross-layer matching game in hybrid market
without risk analysis (Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA)): Hy-
brid_F_S(NoRiskA) is similar to our proposed Hy-
brid_F_S, where the key difference refers to that Hy-
brid_F_S(NoRiskA) omits risk constraints(i.e., constraints
(28b), (28c), (29f), (29g), and (30c)) to highlight the impor-
tance of incorporating risk constraints in trading decisions.
• MUs’ utility-prioritized cross-layer matching
(MU_Prioritized) [45]: MU_Prioritized focuses on
maximizing MUs’ utility by allowing them to select
the ES that offers the greatest utility under a spot trading
mode, as inspired by greedy algorithms.
• ESs’ utility-prioritized cross-layer matching
(ES_Prioritized) [45]: ES_Prioritized puts the ESs’ utility
at the first place, under spot trading mode, as inspired by
greedy algorithms.
• Random matching (Random_M) [45]: Random_M offers a
fast approach wherein ESs randomly choose MUs and CSs,
serving as a baseline to demonstrate the trade-off between
time efficiency and resource allocation performance.

To conduct an exhaustive analysis of the factors encom-
passed by our considered baseline methods, we involve
key factors into distinct categories, as summarized and
contrasted in Table 1. Apparently, our considered baseline
methods have covered most of the existing and popular
algorithms with different features.

TABLE 1
A summary of baseline methods (Sta.: Stable, Gre.: Greedy, Ran.:

Random, Ove.: Overbooking, Ris.: Risk evaluation)

Algorithm Trading mode Matching property Innovative
attributes

Spot Futures Sta. Gre. Ran. Ove. Ris.
Conventional_S [32]

√ √

Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA)
√ √ √ √

MU_Prioritized [45]
√ √

ES_Prioritized [45]
√ √

Random_M [45]
√ √

our work (Hybrid_F_S)
√ √ √ √ √

To conduct quantitative performance evaluations, we
focus on the following performance indicators:
• Social welfare: The summation of utilities of MUs, ESs,
and CSs.
• Running time (RT, millisecond): RT can be obtained by
MATLAB 2019a, which reflects the delay cost consumed by
looking for matching results, and thereby the time efficiency.
• Number of interactions (NI): NI estimates the total
number of interactions between MUs and ESs consumed
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Fig. 2. Performance comparisons in terms of social welfare, where (a) 110 ESs, (b) 125 ESs, (c) 650 MUs, and (d) 800 MUs.
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Fig. 3. Performance comparisons in terms of running time, the number of interactions and practical task completion time.

by obtaining matching results11, which further captures the
overhead of decision-making.
• Practical task completion time (PTCT, millisecond): The
PTCT of a task should consider the latency caused by match-
ing decision-making, which is estimated by the end-to-end
(E2E) delay of communication links between MUs and ESs
falls in [1, 15] ms [43] in our simulation. Accordingly, we
calculate the PTCT of each task as the summation of data
transmission and execution time, as well as the decision-
making latency.

5.3 Numerical Simulations

Having comprehensive numerical simulations helps us to
better illustrate the superior performance of our proposed
Hybrid_F_S, as comparing to benchmark methods upon
considering diverse problem scales.

5.3.1 Performance evaluation on social welfare, RT, NI, and
PTCT
As social welfare represents a crucial factor in evaluating
the mutually beneficial performance of our proposed cross-
layer matching game to all the three parties, we conduct Fig.
2 upon having various market scales.

Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 2(b) involve 110 and 125 ESs, respec-
tively, to estimate the resource supply in the considered
market. In Fig. 2(a), the curves of our proposed Hybrid_F_S,
as well as benchmark methods Conventional_S and Hy-
brid_F_S(NoRiskA) show a rising trend since the existence
of more MUs implies an increase in resource demand and
thus the utility of both MUs and ESs. The proposed Hy-
brid_F_S outperforms Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) thanks to the
well-designed careful risk analysis, thus supporting the in-
dividual rationality of all the three parties. Conventional_S
achieves the best performance in terms of social welfare due
to its analysis of the current network/market conditions
during each practical transaction, which, in turn, suffers
from excessive overhead (see Fig. 3). Such a drawback
makes it inapplicable in real-world dynamic networks par-
ticularly when handling moving and battery-constrained
users as well as delay-sensitive mobile tasks. Moreover,

11. This paper assumes the communications between can be sup-
ported by ESs and CSs wired links, we thus omit the corresponding
communication overhead.

our proposed Hybrid_F_S greatly outperforms the other
three benchmark methods, since their basic matching logic
can bring disadvantages. For example, MU_Prioritized and
ES_Prioritized methods only care about the utility of one of
the three parties, which thus sacrificing the profits of others.
Also, Random_M method is risking the uncertainty brought
by its randomness, and thus causes unsatisfying social wel-
fare. Note that in Fig. 2(a), the curves of ES_Prioritized and
Random_M methods slightly go down after 700 MUs, the
reason behind which is that each ES is given more options
on MU selection, but constrained by limited resources. For
example, when the number of MUs reaches a certain level,
ESs may have to pay more penalties to volunteers. Fig. 2(b)
illustrates a similar performance to Fig. 2(a), while thanks
to more sufficient resource supply, the curves rise with an
increasing number of MUs, although ES_Prioritized still
takes the risk that the social welfare may fall down.

Fig. 2(c) and Fig. 2(d) consider 650 and 800 MUs to
reflect the growing resource demand in our designed hy-
brid market, upon having various numbers of ESs (namely,
resource supply). The social welfare raises with a grow-
ing number of ESs owing to the existence of a bigger
resource pool. Also, as can be seen from Figs. 2(c)-(d),
our proposed Hybrid_F_S reaches far better performance
than MU_Prioritized, ES_Prioritized, Random_M, and Hy-
brid_F_S(NoRiskA), mainly because of the well-designed
cross-layer matching mechanism, achieving risk-aware and
mutually beneficial utilities for all the parties. Although in
these two figures, the value of social welfare of Hybrid_F_S
stays below that of Conventional_S, Conventional_S is un-
dergoing unacceptable decision-making overhead. Addi-
tionally, the detailed analysis of individual utilities of MUs,
ESs, and CSs are provided in Appendix F, due to space
limitation.

Time/energy efficiency plays one significant role in eval-
uating the performance of a resource trading market over
CAMENs. To achieve better assessments, we consider three
indicators in Fig. 3, reflecting the overhead incurred by
obtaining matching decisions, which are RT (see Fig. 3(a)),
NI (see Figs. 3(b)-(c)), and PTCT (see Fig. 3(d)). Note that the
logarithmic representation is utilized for the y-axis of each
figure in Fig. 3 to visually enlarge the gap among different
methods.

Fig. 3(a) illustrates the running time performance under
different market scales. It is obvious that the value of RT
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of Conventional_S stays dramatically high in comparison
with other methods since a large amount of time should
be consumed for looking for matching results during each
transaction, this case appears to be more severe when con-
fronting increasing resource demands, e.g., a raising number
of ESs and MUs. Our proposed Hybrid_F_S achieves far
lower RT than Conventional_S due to that many of the ESs
and MUs will not engage in spot trading thanks to resource
overbooking and pre-signed forward contracts, which thus
no longer have to spend time/energy in negotiating match-
ing results in practical transactions. Moreover, the well-
designed risk analysis mechanism makes Hybrid_F_S reach
a better performance on RT than Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA),
by ensuring the fulfillment of most contracts. Namely,
the number of participants of Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) that
join in spot trading market can generally be larger than
that of Hybrid_F_S. Although the other three methods
(MU_Prioritized, ES_Prioritized, and Random_M) achieve
similar RT with Hybrid_F_S owing to no bargain of service
price among different parties, they suffer from unsatisfying
performance on social welfare (see Fig. 2).

We are then interested in capturing the overhead (e.g.,
time and energy cost) caused by matching decision-making,
for which Figs. 3(b)-(c) are conducted. Apparently, a large
value of NI can reveal a heavy overhead for obtaining
matching decisions, e.g., excessive time and energy can
be consumed during the interaction/communication pro-
cess among ESs and MUs. Fig. 3(b) shows an overall
performance on NI upon considering diverse resource de-
mand/supply settings (e.g., various numbers of ESs and
MUs), where our proposed Hybrid_F_S shows better values
than other methods. First, the NI of Hybrid_F_S falls far be-
low that of Conventional_S since its participants should bar-
gain for the amount of trading resources and service prices
in each transaction, which definitely imposes time and en-
ergy overhead. Fortunately, Hybrid_F_S encourages many
participants to take part in futures trading first, and thus
greatly improves time/energy efficiency. Then, as risk anal-
ysis presents an important part in futures trading, our Hy-
brid_F_S works better than Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) thanks to
our design on risk management. In addition, Hybrid_F_S
slightly outperforms MU_Prioritized, ES_Prioritized, and
Random_M on NI although they do not care about bar-
gains among participants, simple interactions such as ESs
should inform each MU about its willingness to offer
services, as well as MUs should report their intention,
which also consumes certain overhead, especially when
the market scale becomes large. To detail the gaps of NI
in every transaction, Fig. 3(c) depicts the performance on
NI in 50 specific transactions, upon having 800 MUs and
125 ESs as a general example. As can be seen from Fig.
3(c), our Hybrid_F_S always outperforms Conventional_S
and Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA), while achieving lower NI than
MU_Prioritized, ES_Prioritized, and Random_M in most
transactions.

Generally, the processing of a task can only start after
the final decision of resource trading, e.g., a MU can offload
its task data only after receiving the notification of a certain
ES. To this end, our simulation takes a fresh look at the
time efficiency performance of the market, by involving
the decision-making overhead in to task completion time,
which distinguishes it from existing literature. Specifically,
the value of PTCT is a summation of i) the delay on bargain,
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Fig. 4. Individual rationality in terms of utilities.

TABLE 2
Individual rationality in terms of risks, in which the first, fourth, and

seventh columns denote the index of the selected MUs, ES, and CSs,
respectively.

MU RU
1 RU

2 ES RE
1 RE

2 CS RC

65 0.0541 1.53× 10−5 12 0.1432 0.1830 1 0.1428
122 0.0628 3.02× 10−3 79 0.2523 0.1789 5 0.0527
403 0.1232 3.43× 10−4 99 0 0.2104 9 0.1847
634 0.2464 2.53× 10−4 116 0.02520 0.2586 11 0.2067

which can be estimated by the E2E delay between MUs and
ESs, as well as their interactions [14], ii) the theoretical task
completion time according to Sec. 3.1.1. We can see from
Fig. 3(d), our Hybrid_F_S obtains superior performance on
PTCT than other methods, benefit from overbooking, risk
analysis, and the hybrid mechanism of trading. In summary,
Hybrid_F_S achieves commendable social welfare perfor-
mance, while outperforming other methods on significant
evaluation indicators such as RT, NI, and PTCT, offering a
good reference for improving time/energy efficiency.

5.3.2 Property Analysis
Since our proposed cross-layer matching game designs the
property of individual rationality from a rather different
view as comparing conventional one, this section conducts
Fig. 4 and Table 2 to verify individual rationality from the
following aspects: i) valuations, payments, and costs; and
ii) risk analysis. Specifically, we randomly select 15 MUs
(among 800 ones) and show their valuations (calculated by
equation (3) in Sec. 3.1), payments, as well as the service
costs of the corresponding ESs in Fig. 4(a). Apparently,
Fig. 4(a) shows that the payments of MUs never exceed
their valuations, and while the payment received by ESs
will definitely cover their costs, verifying that our proposed
Hybrid_F_S guarantees the individual rationality of MUs
and ESs. Fig. 4(b) considers 15 randomly selected ESs out
of 125 ones, and shows their payment from MUs, paid
payments to CSs, and service costs of the corresponding
CSs. As can be seen from this figure, the payment obtained
by ESs from MUs will not exceed their payments to CSs.
Meanwhile, the service cost of CSs can be covered by their
asked payments, which further verifies that ESs and CSs in
our proposed Hybrid_F_S are individually rational.

To describe the risks that the three parties may confront,
we randomly consider 4 MUs (among 800 ones), 4 ESs
(among 125 ones), and 4 CSs (among 12 ones) in Table 2.
This table shows that the risks of different participants are
always controlled within their acceptable ranges (e.g., RU

1 ,
RU

2 , RE
1 , RE

2 , and RC will stay below 0.3), proving that our
Hybrid_F_S greatly supports individual rationality property
from the perspective of risk management.

5.3.3 Impact brought by overbooking
We next illustrate the advantages brought by overbooking
in coping with uncertainties and dynamics in CAMENs. We
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Fig. 5. Performance comparisons in terms of running time and number
of interaction under different overbooking rates (τ ).

evaluate the performances in terms of RT and NI under
different overbooking rates (i.e., τ ) in Fig. 5, involving 800
MUs, 125 ESs, and 12 CSs. Notably, since Conventional_S,
MU_Prioritized, ES_Prioritized, and Random_M are im-
plemented according to the spot trading mode, different
overbooking rates leave no impact on these methods (thus
explaining why they have rather stable curves).

Fig. 5(a) evaluates the performance on RT upon raising
the value of overbooking rate from 0 (e.g., the market
does not allow resource overbooking) to 0.5. Our Hybrid
_F_S greatly outperforms Conventional_S on RT (similar
results can be found in previous Fig. 3); while although
MU_Prioritized, ES_Prioritized, and Random_M can reach
a low value of RT, they are undergoing poor social welfare,
as depicted in Fig. 2. Note that RT of Hybrid_F_S decreases
from τ = 0 to τ = 0.1, since MUs are given more chances to
trade with ESs in the designed futures market, which further
reducing the number of participants in spot trading market
during practical transactions, and thus the time spent on
matching decision-making. However, it is obvious that RT
of Hybrid_F_S raises with an increasing overbooking rate
after τ = 0.1, where the key reasoning behind which is
that a larger amount of overbooked resources enables each
ES to sign contracts with more MUs in the futures market,
further leading to a large burden on risk analysis and
volunteer selection during practical transactions, as well as
an increases RT. Although Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) facilitates
a lower RT after τ = 0.35 (roughly) rather than that of our
approach, it sustains from the case where a large number of
participants will break the pre-signed contracts due to the
lack of risk management. For example, excessive penalties
can be incurred among different parties.

Fig. 5(b) illustrates the performance on NI by applying
different overbooking rates, where the value of NI of Hy-
brid_F_S slightly falls down from τ = 0 to τ = 0.1, since
more MUs can take part in the futures market and no longer
have to be engaged in onsite decision-making. Similar to
Fig. 5(a), the value of NI of Hybrid_F_S begins to rise after
τ = 0.1 in Fig. 5(b) due to that more workload on risk analy-
sis should be considered during practical transactions. Even
MU_Prioritized, ES_Prioritized, and Random_M methods
can get better performance on NI than Hybrid_F_S when
increasing τ , they suffer from unexpected social welfare.
Moreover, the curve of Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) decreases as
τ grows since without risk analysis, and more MUs will join
in the futures market rather than spot market. However,
Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) confronts undesired performance on
PTCT and social welfare, as illustrate in Fig. 3.

All in all, our proposed Hybrid cross-layer matching
game can achieve commendable performance in terms of
social welfare, while outperforming benchmark methods on
decision-making overhead.

5.4 Simulations on Real-World Datasets
To facilitate better evaluations, we consider real-world EUA
Dataset [42], regarding the Melbourne central business dis-
trict area as our simulated region (shown in Fig. 6, Appendix
E). Table 3 also verifies that our proposed Hybrid_F_S
can achieve commendable performance in terms of social
welfare, and outperforms baseline methods in terms of RT,
NI, and PTCT.

TABLE 3
Performance Evaluations in EUA Datasets (Alg 1: Hybrid_F_S, Alg 2:
Conventional_S, Alg 3: Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA), Alg 4: MU_Prioritized,

Alg 5: ES_Prioritized, Alg 6: Random_M)

Performance Alg 1 Alg 2 Alg 3 Alg 4 Alg 5 Alg 6
Social welfare 2037.84 2172.81 2004.93 1188.37 1344.06 1392.38

RT (ms) 1.8 90.1 7.0 1.6 2.1 1.5
NI 1031.36 27143.51 3823.26 1239.08 1239.08 1239.08

PTCT (ms) 379.26 662.41 543.84 271.67 312.55 312.64

6 CONCLUSION

This paper delves into an interesting cross-layer matching
game within dynamic CAMENs, focusing on a hybrid com-
puting resource trading market that encompasses futures
and spot trading. Initially, we developed an OA-CLM game
tailored for futures trading, fostering pre-signed forward
contracts among multiple MUs, ESs, and CSs by meticu-
lously analyzing historical statistics linked to uncertainties.
Given concerns regarding fluctuations in dynamic resource
demand and supply, we introduced an OS-CLM mechanism
for spot trading as a robust contingency plan. Theoretical ex-
ploration demonstrates that these matching mechanisms can
uphold essential properties including individual rationality,
strong stability, competitive equilibrium, and weak Pareto
optimality. Extensive simulations underscore the commend-
able performance of our methodology, showcasing superior
results in running time, minimizing interactions among
participants, and enhancing social welfare compared to
benchmark methods, under both numerical and real-world
datasets. We are also interested in exploring potential future
directions, such as the design of smart contracts for resource
trading and potential collaborations among ESs.
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APPENDIX A
KEY NOTATIONS

Key notations in this paper are summarized in Table 4.

APPENDIX B
DERIVATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH OA-CLM
B.1 Derivations associated with MUs
Mathematical expectation of vi,j . γi,j refers to the time-
varying wireless channel quality between bi and ES sEj ,
following an uniform distribution denoted by γi,j ∼
U(µ1, µ2). The expectation of γi,j can simply computed as
E[γi,j ] =

µ1+µ2

2 . According to (1), (2), and (3), we can obtain
the expectation of vi,j (denoted by E[vi,j ]) as

E[vi,j ] = V1
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i

− dUi e
t
i

W log
2

(
1 + eti

(µ1+µ2)
2

)


(40)
Mathematical expectation of λi,j . As resource overbook-

ing can lead to the case where a contractual MU (e.g.,
a MU who has signed a forward contract with an ES)
can be selected as a volunteer, we use λi,j to indicate
whether MU bi is determined as a volunteer by ES sEj
in each practical transaction. For analytical simplicity, let
X1 = GE

j +
∑

sCk ∈φ(sEj )
|Bj,k|, which is the maximum

number of MUs that sEj can serve in spot market.
Due to the uncertain resource demand of MUs in the

considered market, assessing the probability of a MU being
selected as a volunteer needs a large amount of calculations.

We first use notation Mj =
{
M1, ..,Mn, ...,M|Mj |

}
to

collect all the possible cases of the participation of MUs’
in set ω

(
sEj

)
participation in the spot market, where

Mn =
{
α1, ..., αi, ..., α|ω(sEj )|

}
is a vector and denoted

as the nth case of MUs’ participation in a transaction. For
example, suppose that sEj has pre-signed forward contracts
with two MUs, all the possible cases of these MUs tak-
ing part in the spot market can be expressed as Mj =
{M1,M2,M3,M4} = {{0, 0} , {0, 1} , {1, 0} , {1, 1}}. Be-
sides, let X2 =

∑
αi∈Mn

αi refer to the number of contrac-
tual MUs who attend in a practical transaction. According
to X2, the calculation of E[λi,j ] can involve the following
two conditions:

• the number of participated MUs in a practical transaction is
lower than or equal to the resource supply of sEj (i.e., X2 ≤ X1),
we have E[λi,j ] = 0;

• the number of participated MUs in a practical transaction ex-
ceeds the resource supply (i.e., X2 > X1). Due to the selfishness
and resource constraint, an ES will consistently choose MUs
that contribute the lowest expected utility as volunteers.
Specifically, the expected utility that bi ∈ B brings to sEj
can be calculated as

uU (sEj , bi) = ai

(
E[vi,j ]− pU→E

i,j

)
+ (1− ai)q

U→E , (41)

where E[vi,j ] is given by (40). For notational simplicity, we
use a set MU

i,j to denote all the cases that bi attends in a
transaction, which, unfortunately, is selected as a volunteer
by sEj (e.g., bi is one of the (X2 − X1) MUs that bring the
lowest expected utility to sEj ).

Accordingly, the probability of MU bi being determined

TABLE 4
KEY NOTATIONS

Notation Explanation
B, SE , SC The set of MUs, ESs, and CSs in OA-CLM
B′, SE′, SC′ The set of MUs, ESs, and CSs in OS-CLM
bi, sEj , sCk The ith MU in B, B′, the jth ES in SE , SE′, the kth CS in SC , SC′

αi Random variable that describes the participation of MU bi
rUi Required computing resources of bi (CPU cycles)
fU
i , fE

j , fC
k Computing capability of bi, sEj , sCk (CPU cycles/s)

eti Transmission power of bi (Watt)
eUi ,eEj , eCk Local power consumption of bi, sEj , sCk (Watt)
εk Random variable that describes the participation of inherent requestors of sCk
dUi Data size of the task of bi (bit)
γi,j Random variable that describes the time-varying channel quality between bi and sEj
λi,j Indicator of whether bi is selected as a volunteer by sEj
GE

j , GC
k Number of resources (e.g., VMs) owned by sEj , and sCk

KE
j Number of orthogonal subcarriers of sEj

cEi,j , c
C
i,j,k Service cost of sEj for serving bi, service cost of sCk for processing bi’s task offloaded by sEj

cHj , cHk Unit hardware cost (per VM) of sEj , sCk
xj Necessity of sEj for purchasing cloud resources
βi,j,k Indicator of whether sEj will break the contract with CS sCk about bi in the spot market
εk Random variable that describes the inherent requestors’ resource demand of sCk ’s
ϑk Indicator of whether sCk has sufficient VMs to fulfill forward contracts in a practical transaction
pU→E
i,j , pE→C

i,j,k , pI→C
k Payment from bi to sEj , from sEj to CS sCk about the task of bi, from an inherent requestor to CS sCk in OA-CLM

pU′→E′
i,j , pE′→C′

i,j,k Payment from bi to sEj , from sEj to CS sCk about the task of bi in OS-CLM
qU→E , qE→U Penalty from a MU to an ES, from an ES to a MU
qE→C , qI→C Penalty from an ES to a CS (per task), from inherent requestor to a CS
RU

1 , RU
2 , RE

1 , RE
2 , RC Risks associated with MUs, ESs, CSs

∆pi,∆pj Step factor on payment rising regarding bi, sEj
B,U,P Bernoulli distribution, Uniform distribution, Poisson distribution
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by sEj as a volunteer is given by

Pr(λi,j = 1) =
∑

Mn∈MU
i,j

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi], (42)

and the expected value of λi,j can be calculated by

E[λi,j ] = Pr (λi,j = 0)× 0 + Pr (λi,j = 1)× 1

= Pr(λi,j = 1) =
∑

Mn∈MU
i,j

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi], (43)

where E[αi] = ai.
Derivation associated with (5). The E[vi,j ] and E[λi,j ] of

(5) are given by (40) and (43), respectively.
Derivations associated with (28c) and (28d). In opti-

mization problem FU given by (28), constraint (28c) repre-
sents a probabilistic expression, making its close form non-
trivial to be obtained. To resolve such an issue, we transform
(28c) into a tractable one by exploiting a set of bounding
techniques. First, (28c) can be rewritten as

RU
1 (bi, ω (bi)) ≤ ρ1 ⇒ Pr (u(bi, ω (bi)) ≥ umin) > 1− ρ1. (44)

To obtain a tractable form for (44), we can have the
upper-bound of its left-hand side by using Markov inequal-
ity [46], as the following (45).

Pr (u(bi, ω (bi) ≥ umin) ≤
E[u(bi, ω (bi))]

umin
(45)

Combining (44) and (45), we can then get a tractable form
for (28c):

E[u(bi, ω (bi))]

umin
> 1− ρ1, (46)

where the value of E[u(bi, ω (bi))] is given by (5). Besides,
constraint (28d) can be rewritten as

RU
2 (bi, ω (bi)) ≤ ρ2 ⇒ Pr(λi,j = 1) ≤ ρ2, (47)

where Pr(λi,j = 1) is detailed by (42).

B.2 Derivations associated with ESs

Mathematical Expectation of βi,j,k. Note that Pr(βi,j,k = 1)
stands for the possibility of ES sEj fulfills the contract with
CS sCk about the task of bi ∈ Bj,k during each practical
transaction (i.e., (9)). Apparently, we are unaware of the
specific tasks that can be offloaded to CSs for process during
this time (e.g., during forward contract design), we use
rmax
j = max

{
rUi | ∀bi ∈ ω

(
sEj

)}
to estimate the amount

of resources (per offloaded task) required by sEj from CSs.
Accordingly, the expectation of βi,j,k depends on both trad-
ing between MUs and ESs, as well as that between ESs and
CSs. Accordingly, the resource demand of MUs associated
with sEj is generally uncertain and can be lower than its
resource supply during a practical transaction. In this case,
sEj will break some contracts with its matched CSs to avoid
further losses and wasting resources. Given the selfishness
of sEj , it will give up some contracts with CSs that bring
lower values of its expected utility.

To facilitate better analysis, we use ME
j,k to denote the

set of all the cases that can lead to sEj breaks the contract
with CS sCk about bi’s task in a transaction. Note that tasks
in Bj,k are supposed to be homogeneous during this time
(due to the same rmax

j ), so we randomly give up a contract
with CS sCk regarding bi (i.e., βi,j,k = 0). Accordingly, the

probability of sEj breaks the contract with CS sCk regarding
bi in a practical transaction is expressed as

Pr(βi,j,k = 0) =
∑

Mn∈ME
j,k

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi], (48)

while we can thereby have the expected value of βi,j,k:

E[βi,j,k] = Pr (βi,j,k = 0)× 0 + Pr (βi,j,k = 1)× 1

= Pr(βi,j,k = 1) = 1− Pr(βi,j,k = 0)

= 1−
∑

Mn∈ME
j,k

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi]
(49)

Derivations associated with (29f) and (29g). According
to (48), (29f) can be rewritten as

RE
1

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
≤ ρ3 ⇒ Pr (βi,j,k = 0) ≤ ρ3

⇒
∑

Mn∈ME
j,k

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi] ≤ ρ3,
(50)

and we use MO
i,j to denote all the cases where the number

of MUs in ω(sEj ) who have practically participated in a
transaction exceeds the resource supply of sEj . Thus, con-
straint (29g) can be reformulated as

RE
2

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
≤ ρ4 ⇒

Pr

 ∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

αi >
∑

sC
k
∈φ(sEj )

|Bj,k|+GE
j

 ≤ ρ4

⇒
∑

Mn∈MO
i,j

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi] ≤ ρ4

(51)

B.3 Derivations associated with CSs

Mathematical expectation of εk. εk refers to the resource
demand of sCk ’s inherent requestors, following a Poisson
distribution denoted by εk ∼ P(σk) with mathematical
expectation σk, the expected value of εk is simply expressed
as E[εk] = σk.

Mathematical expectations of Nk. According to (49) and
E[εk], we can show the expectation of Nk as

E[Nk] =
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

E[βi,j,k] + E[εk]−GC
k

=
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

1−
∑

Mn∈ME
j,k

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi]


+ σk −GC

k

(52)

Mathematical Expectation of ϑk. According to (17) and
(18), we rewrite (17) as

ϑk =

{
0 , Nk ≤ 0
1 , Nk > 0 (53)

while its expectation can be computed as (54), the value of
Pr(εk = h) can be calculated as (55).

Pr(εk = h) = e−εk ε
h
k

h!
, h ∈ [0, GC

k ]. (55)

Accordingly, we use MC
j,k ⟨h⟩ to denote all the cases

where the resource demand of ESs in φ(sCk ) in a transaction
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E[ϑk] = 0× Pr(ϑk = 0) + 1× Pr(ϑk = 1) = Pr(ϑk = 1) = Pr(Nk > 0)

= Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k > GC
k

Pr(εk = 0) + Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k > GC
k − 1

Pr(εk = 1) + ...

+ Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k > GC
k − h

Pr(εk = h) + Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k > 0

Pr(εk = GC
k )

=

GC
k∑

h=0

Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k > GC
k − h

Pr(εk = h)

(54)

is equal to GC
k − h. Thus, we can obtain

Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k = GC
k − h


=

∑
Mn∈MC

j,k
⟨h⟩

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi],

(56)

and Pr
(∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )
∑

bi∈Bj,k
βi,j,k > GC

k − h
)

can further
be calculated as

Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k > GC
k − h


=

h−1∑
h′=0

Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k = GC
k − h′


=

h−1∑
h′=0

∑
Mn∈MC

j,k
⟨h′⟩

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi],

(57)

To this end, the mathematical expectations of ϑk can be
calculated as

E[ϑk] = Pr(Nk > 0) =

=

GC
k∑

h=0

Pr

 ∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k > GC
k − h

Pr(εk = h)

=

GC
k∑

h=0

e−εk ε
h
k

h!

h−1∑
h′=0

∑
Mn∈MC

j,k
⟨h′⟩

∏
αi∈Mn

E[αi].

(58)

APPENDIX C
PROPERTY ANALYSIS OF OA-CLM

Lemma 1. (Convergence of MU-ES matching of OA-CLM)
Phase 1 of Algorithm 1 converges within finite rounds.

Proof. As the MU-ES matching refers to a M2O matching,
we utilize the Gale-Shapley algorithm to solve the matching
game [40], [41]. After a finite number of rounds, each MU’s
payment can either be accepted or reach its maximum pay-
ment while considering an acceptable level of risk RU

1 (e.g.,
line 16, Algorithm 1), which thereby supports the property
of convergence.

Lemma 2. (Convergence of ES-CS matching of OA-CLM) Phase
2 of Algorithm 1 converges within finite rounds.

Proof. Since the ES-CS matching refers to as a M2M match-
ing, we adopt the Gale-Shapley algorithm to solve the
matching game [40], [41]. After a finite number of rounds,
each ES’s payment can be either accepted or reaches its
maximum payment (e.g., line 36, Algorithm 1), and thus
supports the property of convergence.

Lemma 3. (Individual rationality of MU-ES matching of OA-
CLM) All the MUs and ESs are individual rational in the futures
market.

Proof. We offer the analysis on proving the individual ratio-
nality of MUs and ESs.

Individual rationality of MUs. For each MU bi ∈ B,
the payment from bi remains unchanged when any of the
following conditions is met: i) bi has been accepted by an ES
sEj ; ii) bi’s current payment pU→E

i,j ⟨m⟩ (e.g., in the mth round
, Algorithm 1) equals to its expected valuation E[vi,j ]; iii) the
risk is out of control, e.g., raising the payment can bring an
unacceptable risk on utility (e.g., line 18, Algorithm 1). Such
a consideration ensures that constraint (28c) can be satisfied.
Moreover, thanks to the well-designed risk analysis, e.g.,
constraint (28d), each MU bi can also decide whether to sign
a forward contract with the matched ES, upon evaluating
the acceptable risk of being selected as a volunteer (e.g.,
lines 44-45, Algorithm 1), which thereby guarantees that
each contractual MU can be served by the corresponding
ES in each practical transaction, at a high probability.

Individual rationality of ESs. Owing to overbooking,
each ES sEj regards (1 + τ)KE

j as the maximum capac-
ity for serving MUs (e.g., the maximum number of MUs
that can access to the ES simultaneously, line 12, Algo-
rithm 1), and the actual number of matched MUs of sEj
will definitely not exceed its overbooked resource supply
(1+τ)

(
GE

j +
∑

sCk ∈φ(sEj )
|Bj,k|

)
(e.g., line 43, Algorithm 1).

In addition, the payment offered from MU bi can cover the
service cost of sEj , while staying below its expense paid to a
CS (i.e., lines 16 and 36, Algorithm 1), which thus supporting
that its non-negative expected utility.

As a summary, MUs and ESs are individual rationality
in our proposed MU-ES matching of OA-CLM.

Lemma 4. No blocking pair can exist in the MU-ES matching of
OA-CLM

Proof. We offer the proof to show there is no blocking pair
of either Type 1 or Type 2, as following:
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• There is no Type 1 blocking pair in the MU-ES matching
of OA-CLM. We offer the proof by considering contradic-
tion.

Under a given matching ω, MU bi and ES sEj form a

Type 1 blocking pair
(
bi; s

E
j

)
. If MU bi does not sign a

forward contract with ES sEj , when any of the following
conditions is met: i) the final payment offered by MU bi (e.g.,
payment pU→E

i,j during the last round) equals to its expected
valuation; and ii) the risk is out of control (e.g., constraint
(28c)). For analytical simplicity, we use pmax

i,j to denoted the
maximum payment from bi to sEj under an accepted risk
RU

1 . Thus, the final payment pU→E
i,j can only refer to E[vi,j ]

or pmax
i,j , shown by (59) and (60).

pU→E
i,j = min

{
E[vi,j ], pmax

i,j

}
, (59)

uU↔E
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
\ω̃′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
< uU↔E

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
.

(60)
If ES sEj selects MU bi, we have pU→E

i,j ⟨m∗⟩ ≤
pU→E
i,j ⟨m⟩ = min

{
E[vi,j ], pmax

i,j

}
and the following (61)

uU↔E
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
\ω̃′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
≥

uU↔E
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
\ω̃′′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
,

(61)

where ω̃′′
(
sEj

)
⊆ ω̃′

(
sEj

)
. From (60) and (61), we can get

uU↔E
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

))
> uU↔E

(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
\ω′′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
,

(62)
which is contrary to (22), which thus ensures the inexistence
of Type 1 blocking pairs.
• There is no Type 2 blocking pair in the MU-ES matching
of OA-CLM. We conduct the proof by considering cases of
contradiction12.

Under a given matching ω, MU bi and ES sEj form a

Type 2 blocking pair
(
bi; s

E
j

)
, as shown by (23). If MU bi

is rejected by ES sEj , the final payment of bi can be set

by pU→E
i,j = min

{
E[vi,j ], pmax

i,j

}
, where the only reason

of such a rejection is that sEj has no surplus resources.
However, the coexistence of (23) shows that ES sEj has
adequate resource supply to serve MUs, which contradicts
our previous assumption. Therefore, we prove that there is
no Type 2 blocking pair.

As a summary, no blocking pair can exist in our pro-
posed MU-ES matching in OA-CLM.

Lemma 5. (Individual rationality of ES-CS matching of OA-
CLM) All the ESs and CSs are individual rational in the futures
market.

Proof. The individual rationality of each ES and CS are
proved respectively, as following:
• Individual rationality of ESs. Note that we conduct
risk analysis RE

1 to support that each ES only pre-signs
forward contracts with an acceptable risk, otherwise, it will

12. In this scenario, we conduct the proof by considering cases of
contradiction, that is, the ES still possesses sufficient resources (i.e.,
VMs). This assumption is constrained by the number of orthogonal
subcarriers, thereby excluding the presumption of proof under infinite
bandwidth. Moreover, we do not consider transmission outages in our
analysis, which can be supported by several recent studies [15], [32],
[43].

participate in spot market (e.g., lines 44-45, Algorithm 1).
In addition, the payment offered by MU bi can cover the
service cost of sEj , while does not exceed its payment to a
CS in serving this task (i.e., lines 16 and 36, Algorithm 1),
which thus guarantees a non-negative expected utility.
• Individual rationality of CSs. Since we have pE→C

i,j,k ≤
cCi,j,k (e.g., constraint (30b)), making that the final payment
from ES will definitely stay above the corresponding ser-
vice cost of a CS, ensuring a non-negative expected utility.
Moreover, our designed risk estimation and control, e.g.,
constraint (30c), encourages each CS sCk to make sure the
risk of resource requests exceeding its supply to be within a
reasonable range (line 32, Algorithm 1).

As a summary, ESs and CSs are individual rational in
our proposed ES-CS matching of OA-CLM.

Lemma 6. No blocking coalition can exist in the ES-CS matching
of OA-CLM.

Proof. We offer the proof to show there is no blocking
coalition of either Type 1 or Type 2, as following:
• There is no Type 1 blocking coalition in the ES-CS
matching of OA-CLM. We offer the proof by analyzing the
cases of contradiction.

Under a given matching φ, CS sCk and an ES set S (S ⊆
SC ) form a Type 1 blocking coalition

(
sCk ; S

)
, as shown by

(24) and (25). If ES sEj does not sign a forward contract with
sCk , the payment offered by sEj per task during the last round
can only be set by the maximum payment pmax

j , as given by
the following (63) and (64).

pE→C
i,j,k ⟨n⟩ = pmax

j , (63)

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

)
\φ̃′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
<

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

))
.

(64)

If sEj selects sCk as a possible resource provider, we have
pE→C
j,k ⟨n∗⟩ ≤ pE→C

j,k ⟨n⟩ = pmax
j and the following (65)

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

)
\φ̃′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
≥

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

)
\φ̃′′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
,

(65)

where φ̃′′
(
sEj

)
⊆ φ̃′

(
sEj

)
. From (64) and (65), we can get

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

))
>

uE↔C
(
sEj , φ

(
sEj

)
\φ̃′′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
,

(66)

which is contrary to (25), and can thereby prove the inexis-
tence of Type 1 blocking coalition.
• There is no Type 2 blocking coalition in the ES-CS
matching of OA-CLM. Similarly, we also conduct the proof
upon having contradiction.

Under a given matching φ, CS sCk and an ES set S
(S ⊆ SE) form a Type 2 blocking coalition

(
sCk ; S

)
, as given

by (26) and (27). If sCk rejects ES sEj , the expense offered
by sEj during the last round should be pE→C

i,j,k = pmax
j ,

where the only reason of the rejection is that sCk has no
surplus resources. However, the coexistence of (26) and (27)
shows that CS sCk has adequate VMs to serve ESs, which
contradicts the aforementioned assumption. Therefore, our
proposed matching does not allow any Type 2 blocking
coalition.
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All in all, there is no blocking coalitions in our proposed
ES-CS matching of OA-CLM.

Theorem 1. (Strong stability of OA-CLM) OA-CLM is strongly
stable.

Proof. Since the matching result of Algorithm 1 holds
Lemma 3, Lemma 4, Lemma 5, and Lemma 6, according to
Definition 9, our proposed OA-CLM in the futures market
is strongly stable.

Theorem 2. (Competitive equilibrium associated with resource
trading between MUs and ESs in OA-CLM) The trading between
MUs and ESs can reach a competitive equilibrium.

Proof. To prove this theorem, we discuss that the three con-
ditions introduced by Definition 10 (given by Sec. 3.5) can be
held in MU-ES trading. First, we set pU→E

i,j ≥ cEi,j , indicating
that the service cost will be covered by the payment from
MUs in each round (e.g., constraint (29c)). We demonstrate
next that when MU bi enters into a forward contract with
an ES sEj , bi achieves maximum expected utility. This is
attributed to the fact that bi selects the ES based on its
preference list LU

i (e.g., line 5, Algorithm 1), ensuring the
attainment of the maximum expected utility for bi. Then,
if bi is not matched to any ES sEj ∈ Ci, its payment can
be equal to its expected valuation E[vi,j ] or the maximum
payment pmax

i,j that bi can tolerate, under an accepted risk
RU

1 (lines 15-16, Algorithm 1). According to Definition 10,
we can verify that the considered MU-ES trading in futures
market can reach a competitive equilibrium.

Theorem 3. (Competitive equilibrium associated with resource
trading between ESs and CSs in OA-CLM) The trading between
ESs and CSs can reach a competitive equilibrium.

Proof. To prove this theorem, we also prove that the three
conditions in Definition 11 (given in Sec. 3.5) can be held
in ES-CS trading. First, we set pE→C

i,j,k ≥ cCi,j,k to make
sure that the service cost of the CS will be covered by
its income paid from ESs in each round (i.e., constrain
(29c)). We next demonstrate that when ES sEj engages in
a forward contract for a task with a CS sCk , sEj attains
maximum expected utility. This is attributed to the fact that
sEj selects the CS based on its task-specific preference list
LE
i,j (e.g., line 24, Algorithm 1), ensuring the achievement of

the maximum expected utility for sEj . Then, if a task of sEj
has not been matched to any CS sCk , the payment from sEj
should be equal to its maximum payment pmax

j (lines 35-36,
Algorithm 1). Based on Definition 11, we thereby verify that
the considered ES-CS trading in futures market can achieve
competitive equilibrium.

Theorem 4. (Weak Pareto optimality of OA-CLM) The proposed
OA-CLM provides a weak Pareto optimality.

Proof. Review the design of OA-CLM, each participant (e.g.,
MU, ES, CS) makes decisions according to its preference list.
If the subsequent choice ranks higher in the participant’s
preference list, they will switch their matching target in
the following round. Such a switch operation indicates that
backing to the previous choice will not bring it with any
larger expected utility. For a MU bi, if there exists an ES
sEj that can offer a higher expected utility than its current
matched ES, bi and sEj are more inclined to establish a
matching relationship, this, however, will form a blocking

pair. Since Theorem 1 verifies that our proposed OA-CLM
is stable while allowing no blocking pairs. There exists
no Pareto improvement, when the procedure of MU-ES
matching terminates. Similarly, we can infer that there is
no Pareto improvement in ES-CS matching (e.g., Lemma 6
and Theorem 1). As a summary, our studied OA-CLM game
is weak Pareto optimal.

APPENDIX D
DETAILS OF OS-CLM GAME

D.1 Problem Formulation
In the spot market, we are interested in the M2O matching
ω′(.) between an ES and several MUs, and the M2M match-
ing φ′(.) between ESs and CSs. Note that each MU, ES, and
CS aims to maximize its overall practical utility, which can
be mathematically formulated as the following optimization
problems.
• Optimization of MUs’ practical utility:

FU′ : max
ω′(bi)

uU′ (bi, ω′ (bi)
)

(68)

s.t. ω′ (bi) =
{{

sEj

}
,∅
}
, ∀sEj ⊆ C′

i (68a)

pU′→E′
i,j ≤ vi,j , if ω′ (bi) =

{
sEj

}
(68b)

where constraint (68a) guarantees that bi can only be
mapped to one ES, and constraint (68b) limits the payment
of a MU to an ES within a certain range, to hold the
individual rationality.
• Optimization of ESs’ practical utility:

FE′ : max
ω′(sEj ),φ′(sEj )

uE′
(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

)
, φ′
(
sEj

))
(69)

s.t. ω′
(
sEj

)
⊆ B′, φ′

(
sEj

)
⊆ SC′ (69a)

pU′→E′
i,j ≥ cEi,j , ∀bi ∈ ω′

(
sEj

)
(69b)

pE′→C′
i,j,k ≤ pU′→E′

i,j , ∀sCk ∈ φ′
(
sEj

)
(69c)

|ω′
(
sEj

)
|+

∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

αi ≤
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k

+GE
j +

∑
sEj ∈φ′(sCk )

|B′
j,k| ≤ KE

j (69d)

where |B′j,k| denotes the number of tasks offloaded from sEj

to sCk . In problem FE′, constraint (69a) ensures that ω′
(
sEj

)
and φ′

(
sEj

)
belong to set B′ and SC′; constraints (69b) and

(69c) guarantee that ES sEj can obtain a non-negative utility;
while constraint (69d) describes the limited number of MUs
served by ES sEj .
• Optimization of CSs’ practical utility:

FC′
: max

φ′(sCk )
uC′

(
sCk , φ

′
(
sCk

))
(70)

s.t. φ′
(
sCk

)
⊆ SE′ (70a)

pE′→C′
i,j,k ≥ cCi,j,k, ∀sEj ∈ φ′

(
sCk

)
(70b)∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k +
∑

sEj ∈φ′(sCk )

|B′
j,k|+ εk ≤ GC

k

(70c)

where constraint (70a) shows that ω′
(
sCk

)
belongs to set

SE′, constraint (70b) ensures a non-negative utility for each
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CS, and constraint (70c) limits the number of requestors
served by CS sCk .

D.2 Key Definitions
Service provisioning in our designed spot market over
CAMENs is modeled by an OS-CLM game. Similar to
OA-CLM, it comprises of two matching types: i) MU-ES
matching, and ii) ES-CS matching. We start with MU-ES
matching, which is in the form of a M2O matching tailored
to the characteristics of our designed spot market, based on
a series of definitions given below.

Definition 13. (Many-to-one matching in the spot market) A
M2O matching ω′ in the spot market constitutes a mapping be-
tween MU set B′ and ES set SE′, while satisfying the following
conditions:
• for each MU bi ∈ B′, ω′ (bi)⊆ C′

i, C′
i ⊆ SE′, |ω′ (bi)| = 1;

• for each ES sEj ∈ C′
i, ω′

(
sEj

)
⊆ B′;

• for MU bi and ES sEj , bi ∈ ω′
(
sEj

)
if and only if sEj ∈ ω′ (bi).

As the middle layer of CAMENs, ESs need to
trading with MUs and CSs, to the convenience
of expression, we divide (38) into two parts: i)
uU ′↔E′

(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

))
=

∑
bi∈ω′(sEj )

(
pE′→C′
i,j − cEi,j

)
;

and ii) uU ′↔E′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

))
=

−
∑

sCk ∈φ′(sEj )
∑

bi∈B′
j,k

(
pE′→C′
i,j,k − cEi,j

)
. We next define the

concept of blocking pair, representing a significant factor that
may lead to instability of a M2O matching.

Definition 14. (Blocking pairs of MU-ES matching in OS-CLM)
Under a given M2O matching ω′, MU bi and ES sEj form a

blocking pair
(
bi; s

E
j

)
, for which we consider two types:

Type 1 blocking pair: Type 1 blocking pair satisfies the following
condition:

uU′↔E′
(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

)
\ω̃′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
> uU′↔E′

(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

))
,

(70)

which indicates that sEj can increase its utility by giving up some

MUs, e.g., ω̃′
(
sEj

)
, while serving bi instead.

Type 2 blocking pair: Type 2 blocking pair satisfies the following
condition:

uU′↔E′
(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
> uU′↔E′

(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

))
, (71)

which makes a matching unstable since sEj can serve more MUs
under its resource constraint, to improve its utility.

The ES-CS matching in the spot market can be formal-
ized relying on the following definitions.

Definition 15. (Many-to-many matching in the spot market) A
M2M matching φ′ in the spot market denotes a mapping between
SE′ and SC′, while satisfying the following conditions:
• for each CS sCk ∈ SC′, φ′

(
sCk

)
⊆ SE′;

• for each ES sEj ∈ SE′, φ′
(
sEj

)
⊆ SC′;

• for CS sCk and ES sEj , sCk ∈ φ′
(
sEj

)
if and only if sEj ∈

φ′
(
sCk

)
.

We next introduce the concept of blocking coalition, which
is a significant factor that can make a M2M matching unsta-
ble.

Definition 16. (Blocking coalition of ES-CS matching in OS-
CLM) Given a M2M matching φ′, CS sCk and ES set S′ ⊆ SE′

form a blocking pair
(
sCk ; S′

)
, for which we consider two types:

Type 1 blocking coalition: Type 1 blocking coalition can be
incurred when the following conditions are met:

uC′
(
sCk , S′

)
> uC′

(
sCk , φ

′
(
sCk

))
(72)

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

)
\φ̃′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
>

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

))
.

(73)

Type 2 blocking coalition: Type 2 blocking coalition can be
incurred when the following conditions are met:

uC′
(
sCk , S′

)
> uC′

(
sCk , φ

′
(
sCk

))
. (74)

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
> uE′↔C′

(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

))
. (75)

It can be construed that Type 1 blocking coalition leads to
the unstability of a matching, since the ES is incentivized to
choose a another set of CSs to achieve a higher utility. Sim-
ilarly, Type 2 blocking coalition can also make a matching
unstable, due to the ES can trade with more CSs to increase
its utility.

D.3 Algorithm Design
Our proposed OS-CLM facilitates two-way negotiations in-
volving MUs, ESs, and CSs, where the trading between MUs
and ESs, as well as between ESs and CSs, can significantly
influence each other, resulting in an iterative and intricate
trading process. To provide a clearer illustration of how
the OS-CLM game operates, the entire matching procedure
involves three key phases with multiple rounds. It specific
details can be found in Algorithm 2.

i) MU-ES matching game (Phase 1): We first introduce the
M2O matching between MUs and ESs and adopt the Gale-
Shapley algorithm [40], [41] to construct a stable mapping
in the considered spot market.
Step 1. Initialization: At the beginning of each round, each
MU bi sets its payment as pU ′→E′

i,j ⟨1⟩ = pmin
i,j (line 1), where

pmin
i,j denotes the initial payment from bi to sEj . In addition,

each MU announces its requests to ESs according to its
preference list (Definition 17).

Definition 17. (Preference list of MU) The preference list LU ′
i of

a MU bi regarding ESs represents a vector of sEj ∈ C′
i, sorted by

uU ′
(
bi, s

E
j

)
under a non-ascending order:

LU′
i =

{
sEj | non-ascending on uU′

(
bi, s

E
j

)
,∀sEj ∈ C′

i

}
,

(76)

where we use W′(bi) ∈ LU ′
i to represent the favorite ES of bi

(e.g., |W′(bi)| = 1), and W′
(
sEj

)
to indicate the set of MUs

that are temporarily accepted by sEj during the matching
procedure.
Step 2. Proposal of MUs: At round m, each MU bi chooses
the top ES in LU ′

i , and records it in W′(bi) (line 5). Then,
bi sends a proposal to ES in W′(bi) (denoted by sEj for
analytical simplicity), including its payments pU ′→E′

i,j ⟨m⟩
and the required amount of resource rUi (line 9).
Step 3. MU selection on ESs’ side: We use set W̃′

(
sEj

)
to collect the information from MUs, each ES sEj then
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Algorithm 2: Proposed OS-CLM in the spot market

1 Initialization: : m← 1, n← 1, pU′→E′
i,j ⟨1⟩ ← pmin

i,j , pE′→C′
j,k ⟨1⟩ ← pmin

i,j,k, flagi ← 1, flagj ← 1, for ∀bi ∈ B′, ∀sEj ∈ SE′,
∀sCk ∈ SC′

2 % Phase 1. MU-ES M2O matching game
3 while flagi do
4 Calculate LU′

i

5 Determine W′(bi)← choose the top ES in LU′
i

6 flagi ← 0
7 if ∀W′ (bi) ̸= ∅ then
8 for sEj ←W′ (bi) do
9 bi sends a proposal including pU′→E′

i,j ⟨m⟩ and rUi to sEj

10 while Σbi∈B′flagi > 0 do
11 Collect proposals from the MUs in B′, e.g., using W̃′

(
sEj
)

to include the MUs that send proposals to sEj

12 W′ (sEj )← choose MUs from W̃′
(
sEj
)

to maximize its utility under limited
(
KE

j −
∑

bi∈ω(sEj )
αi

)
constraint

13 sEj temporally accept the MUs in W′ (sEj ), and rejects the others

14 for bi ∈W′ (sEj ) do
15 if bi is rejected by sEj and pU′→E′

i,j ⟨m⟩ < vi,j then
16 pU′→E′

i,j ⟨m+ 1⟩ ← min
{
pU′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩+∆pi, vi,j

}
17 else
18 pU′→E′

i,j ⟨m+ 1⟩ ← pU′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩

19 if there exists pU′→E′
i,j ⟨m+ 1⟩ ̸= pU′→E′

i,j ⟨m⟩, ∀bi ∈W′ (sEj ) then
20 flagi ← 1, m← m+ 1

21 % Phase 2. ES-CS M2M matching game
22 while flagj do
23 Calculate LE′

i,j

24 Determine Y′ (sEj )← choose sEj ’s interested CSs from LE′
i,j

25 flagj ← 0

26 if ∀Y′ (sCk ) ̸= ∅ then
27 for sCk ∈ Y′ (sEj ) do
28 sEj sends the payments pE′→C′

i,j,k and corresponding requested amount of resource rUi to sCk

29 while ΣsEj ∈SE′flagj > 0 do

30 Collect proposals from the ESs in SE′, e.g., using Ỹ′
(
sCk
)

to include ESs’ tasks that send proposals to sCk ;
31 Y′ (sCk )← choose CSs from Ỹ′

(
sCk
)

to maximize the CS’s utility under limited(
GC

k −
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )
∑

bi∈Bj,k
βi,j,k −

∑
sEj ∈φ′(sCk )

|B′
j,k| − εk

)
VMs constraint.

32 sCk temporally accept the ESs in Y′ (sCk ), and rejects the others

33 for sEj ∈ Y′ (sCk ) do
34 if a task from sEj is rejected by sCk and pE′→C′

i,j,k ⟨n⟩ < pU′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩ then

35 pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ ← min

{
pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n⟩+∆pj , p

U′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩

}
36 else
37 pE′→C′

i,j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ ← pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n⟩

38 if there exists pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ ≠ pE′→C′

i,j,k ⟨n⟩, ∀sEj ∈ Y′ (sCk ) then
39 flagj ← 1, n← n+ 1

40 % Phase 3. Cross-layer interaction
41 if |ω′ (sEj ) |+∑bi∈ω(sEj )

αi >
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )
∑

bi∈Bj,k
βi,j,k +GE

j +
∑

sEj ∈φ′(sCk )
|B′

j,k| then

42 W′ (sEj )← sEj selects some MUs from W′ (sEj ) to maximize its utility based on ES’s resource supply, i.e.,∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k +GE
j +

∑
sEj ∈φ′(sCk )

|B′
j,k| −

∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

αi

43 ω′ (sEj )←W′ (sEj ), ω′(bi)←W′(bi), φ′ (sEj )← Y′ (sEj ), φ′ (sCk )← Y′ (sCk )
44 Return: ω′ (sEj ), ω′(bi), φ′ (sEj ), φ′ (sCk )

determines a collection of temporarily MUs, as recorded
in set W′

(
sEj

)
, where W′

(
sEj

)
⊆ W̃′

(
sEj

)
that enables

the maximum utility under the maximum number of con-
currently accessed users minus the number of contractual
MUs (from OA-CLM) which have engaged in the current
practical transaction (e.g., constraint (69d)). Then, each sEj
informs MUs in set W̃′

(
sEj

)
about its determinations in the

current round (lines 10-13).

Step 4. Decision-making on MUs’ side: After obtaining
decisions from each ES sEj ∈ W′(bi), bi considers the
following conditions:

Condition 1. The payment from bi remains unchanged,
when one of the following conditions is met (line 18): i) bi is
accepted by an ES sEj ; ii) bi’s current payment pU ′→E′

i,j ⟨m⟩
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equals to its valuation vi,j ;
Condition 2. If bi is rejected by an ES sEj , its current

payment pU ′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩ stays below its valuation vi,j , bi will

put up its payment to sEj in the next round (line 16).
Step 5. Repeat: If payments of all the MUs stay unchanged
from the (m − 1)th round to the mth round, the matching
will be terminated at round m (Σbi∈B′flagi = 0, line 6).
Otherwise, OS-CLM repeats the above steps (e.g., lines 3-
20) in the next round.

ii) ES-CS matching game (Phase 2): We next introduce the
M2M matching between the ESs and CSs and adopt the
Gale-Shapley algorithm [40], [41], contributing to construct
a stable mapping for purchasing cloud resources in our spot
market, as follows:
Step 1. Initialization: At the beginning of each round, each
ES sEj sets its payment for a task as pE′→C′

i,j,k ⟨1⟩ = pmin
i,j,k,

where pmin
i,j,k denotes the initial payment from ES sEj . We

apply Y′
(
sEj

)
to indicate the tasks that are temporarily

accepted by CS sEj and Y′
(
sCk

)
to represent CSs that are

interested in the tasks of ES sEj , based on each task’s
(namely, MU’s) preference list, according to the following
definition.

Definition 18. (Preference list of ES) The preference list LE′
i,j of

an ES sEj in handling the task of bi regarding CSs (e.g., which CS
can the task of bi be offloaded to for further processing, from sEj )

is a vector of sCk ∈ SC′, sorted by uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

))
and

following a non-ascending order:

LE′
i,j ={
sCk | non-ascending on uE′↔C′

(
sCk , φ

′
(
sEj

))
, ∀sCk ∈ SC′

}
.

(77)

Step 2. Proposal of ESs: At round n, each ES that need
to borrow cloud resource reports its information, including
each task’s payment pE′→C′

i,j,k ⟨n⟩ and the corresponding re-
quired amount of resources rUi to CSs in Y′(sEj ) (line 28).
Step 3. ES selection on CSs’ side: After collecting the
information from ESs in set Ỹ′

(
sCk

)
, each CS sCk deter-

mines a collection of temporarily ESs’ tasks, as recorded
by set Y′

(
sCk

)
, where Y′

(
sCk

)
⊆ Ỹ′

(
sCk

)
, that enable the

maximum utility under surplus resource supply (i.e., the
resource supply of sCk minus the practical demand of its
contractual ESs (obtained from OA-CLM) and its inher-
ent requesters during a practical transaction, denoted as
GC

k −
∑

sEj ∈φ(sCk )
∑

bi∈Bj,k
βi,j,k −

∑
sEj ∈φ′(sCk )

|B′j,k| − εk)

Then, each sCk informs ESs about its determinations in the
current round (lines 29-32).
Step 4. Decision-making on ESs’ side: After obtaining
decisions from CS sCk ∈ Y′

(
sEj

)
, ES sEj considers the

following conditions:
Condition 1. If the task from a MU associated with ES sEj

is accepted by sCk or its current payment pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n⟩ equals

to its payment from bi (i.e., pU ′→E′
i,j ), the payment from sEj

remains unchanged, i.e., pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ = pE′→C′

i,j,k ⟨n⟩ (line
37);

Condition 2. If the task from a MU associated with ES
sEj is rejected by sCk and its current payment pE′→C′

i,j,k ⟨n⟩ is
still below its payment from bi, (i.e., pU ′→E′

i,j ), sEj increases
its payment to sCk in the next round (line 35).

Step 6. Repeat: If payments of all the ESs stay unchanged
from the (n − 1)th round to the nth round, the matching
will be terminated at round n (e.g., ΣsEj ∈SE′flagj = 0, line
25). Otherwise, OS-CLM repeats the above steps (e.g., lines
22-39) in the next round.

iii) Cross-layer interaction (Phase 3): This step describes
the mutual impacts between the above-discussed two
phases. When ES sEj did not purchase sufficient resources

from CSs in Phase 2, i.e., |ω′
(
sEj

)
| +

∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

αi >∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k + GE
j +

∑
sEj ∈φ′(sCk )

|B′j,k|, sEj

will further choose some MUs from W′
(
sEj

)
to max-

imize its utility based on its resource supply, e.g.,∑
sEj ∈φ(sCk )

∑
bi∈Bj,k

βi,j,k + GE
j +

∑
sEj ∈φ′(sCk )

|B′j,k| −∑
bi∈ω(sEj )

αi (lines 41-42), which makes the previous two
phases mutually impact each other (i.e., the quantity of
matched MUs for each ES during Phase 1 determines the
resource demand for each ES in Phase 2, whereas the quan-
tity of cloud resources acquired by an ES in Phase 2 directly
influences the resource supply of that ES in Phase 1).

D.4 Property Analysis
We are interested in the following targets when designing
OS-CLM mechanism.

Definition 19. (Individual rationality of MU-ES matching in
spot market) For both MUs and ESs, a matching ω′ is individual
rational when the following conditions are satisfied:
• for MUs: each MU bi ∈ B′ receives a non-negative utility, i.e.,
constraint (68b) is satisfied.
• for ESs: each ES sEj matched to a MU set ω′

(
sEj

)
can achieve

a non-negative utility, i.e., constraint (69b) is satisfied, and then
the number of MUs served by ES sEj should not exceed access
KE

j , i.e., constraint (69d) is satisfied.

Definition 20. (Individual rationality of ES-CS matching) For
both ESs and CSs, a matching φ′ is individual rational when the
following conditions are satisfied:
• for CSs: each CS sCk matched to an ES set φ′

(
sCk

)
can achieve

a non-negative utility, i.e.,

uC′
(
sCk , φ

′
(
sCk

))
> 0, (78)

and its resource demand should not exceed its resource GC
k , i.e.,

constraint (70c) is satisfied.
• for ESs: each ES sEj matched to a CS set φ′

(
sEj

)
can achieve a

non-negative utility, i.e., constraint (69c) is satisfied.

Definition 21. (Strong stability of OS-CLM) The proposed OS-
CLM is strongly stable if MU-ES matching and ES-CS matching
are individually rational and have no blocking pair or coalition.

Definition 22. (Competitive equilibrium associated with re-
source trading between MUs and ESs in OS-CLM) The trading
between MUs and ESs reaches a competitive equilibrium if the
following conditions are satisfied:
• For each ES sEj ∈ SE′, if sEj is associated with a MU bi ∈ B′,
then cEi,j ≤ pU ′→E′

i,j ;
• For each MU bi ∈ B′, bi is willing to trade with the ES that
can bring it with the maximum utility;
• For each MU bi ∈ B′, if bi is not associated with any ES,
then the payment paid by bi is equal to it obtains valuation vi,j
through offloading the task to ES, i.e., vi,j = pU ′→E′

i,j .
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Definition 23. (Competitive equilibrium associated with re-
source trading between ESs and CSs in OS-CLM) The trading
between ESs and CSs reaches a competitive equilibrium if the
following conditions are satisfied:
• For each CS sCk ∈ SC′, if sCk is associated with an ES sEj ∈
SE′, then cCi,j,k ≤ pE′→C′

i,j,k ,
• For each ES sEj ∈ SE′, sEj is willing to trade with the CS that
can bring it with the maximum utility,
• For each ES sEj ∈ SE′, if a task of bi associated with ES sEj is
not trading with any CSs, then pE′→C′

i,j,k = pU ′→E′
i,j .

Definition 24. (Weak Pareto optimality of OS-CLM) The pro-
posed OS-CLM is weak Pareto optimal if there is no Pareto
improvement.

We next examine the aforementioned property of OS-
CLM, as outlined below:

Lemma 7. (Convergence of MU-ES matching of OS-CLM) MU-
ES matching of Algorithm 2 converges within finite rounds.

Proof. As the MU-ES matching refers to a M2O matching,
we utilize the Gale-Shapley algorithm to solve the match-
ing game [40], [41]. After a finite number of rounds, each
MU’s payment can either be accepted or reach its obtains
valuation vi,j through offloading the task to ES sEj , which
supports the property of convergence.

Lemma 8. (Convergence of ES-CS matching of OS-CLM) ES-CS
matching of Algorithm 2 converges within finite rounds.

Proof. Since the ES-CS matching refers to as a M2M match-
ing, we adopt the Gale-Shapley algorithm to solve the
matching game [40], [41]. After a finite number of rounds,
the payment of sEj ’s each task can be either accepted or
reaches the payment from bi to sEj (i.e., pU ′→E′

i,j ), and thus
supports the property of convergence.

Lemma 9. (Individual rationality of MU-ES matching of OS-
CLM) All the MUs and ESs are individual rational in the spot
market.

Proof. We offer the analysis on proving the individual ratio-
nality of MUs and ESs.
• Individual rationality of MUs. Since we have
pU ′→E′
i,j ⟨m+ 1⟩ ← min

{
pU ′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩+∆pi, vi,j

}
in Algo-

rithm 2, the final payment of each MU will definitely be
lower than or equal to its valuation vi,j through offloading
the task to ES, which guarantees a non-negative utility.
• Individual rationality of ESs. We set cEi,j ≤ pU ′→E′

i,j and
pE′→C′
i,j,k ≤ pU ′→E′

i,j (e.g., (69b) and (69c)), ensuring that ES sEj
obtains payment pU ′←E′

i,j from MU bi dose exceed its service
cost cEi,j and dose exceed its payment pE′←C′

i,j,k that offloaded
task of bi to CS sCk , which guarantees a non-negative utility
for sEj . And the line 12 in Algorithm 2, which ensures that
the resource demand of sEj within a reasonable range.

As a summary, MUs and ESs are individual rationality
in our proposed MU-ES matching of OS-CLM.

Lemma 10. No blocking pair can exist in the MU-ES matching
of OS-CLM.

Proof. We offer the proof to show there is no blocking pair
of either Type 1 or Type 2, as following:
• There is no Type 1 blocking pair in the MU-ES matching
of OS-CLM. We offer the proof by considering contradic-
tion.

Under a given matching ω′, MU bi and ES sEj form a

Type 1 blocking pair
(
bi; s

E
j

)
. If MU bi does not trading

with ES sEj , the payment of MU bi during the last round can
only be its valuation vi,j , as given by (79) and (80).

pU′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩ = vi,j , (79)

uU′↔E′
(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

)
\ω̃′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
< uU′↔E′

(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

))
.

(80)
If ES sEj selects MU bi, we have pU ′→E′

i,j ⟨m∗⟩ ≤
pU ′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩ = vi,j and the following (81)

uU′↔E′
(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

)
\ω̃′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
≥

uU′↔E′
(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

)
\ω̃′′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
,

(81)

where ω̃′′
(
sEj

)
⊆ ω̃′

(
sEj

)
. From (80) and (81), we can get

uU′↔E′
(
sEj , ω

′
(
sEj

))
>

uU′↔E′
(
sEj , ω

(
sEj

)
\ω̃′′

(
sEj

)
∪ {bi}

)
,

(82)

which is contrary to (70), which thus ensures the inexistence
of Type 1 blocking pair.
• There is no Type 2 blocking pair in the MU-ES matching
of OS-CLM. We conduct the proof by considering cases of
contradiction.

Under a given matching ω′, MU bi and ES sEj form a

Type 2 blocking pair
(
bi; s

E
j

)
, as shown by (71). If ES sEj

rejects MU bi, the payment of bi during the last round can
be set by pU ′→E′

i,j ⟨m⟩ = vi,j , where the only reason of such
a rejection is that the overall resource demand exceeds its
supply. However, the coexistence of (71) shows that ES sEj
has an adequate resource to serve MUs, which contradicts
our previous assumption. Therefore, we prove that there is
no Type 2 blocking pair.

As a summary, no blocking pair can exist in our pro-
posed MU-ES matching in OS-CLM.

Lemma 11. (Individual rationality of ES-CS matching of OS-
CLM) All the ESs and CSs are individual rational in the spot
market.

Proof. The individual rationality of each ES and CS are
proved respectively, as following:
• Individual rationality of ESs. Note that we have
pE′→C′
j,k ⟨n+ 1⟩ ← min

{
pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n⟩+∆pj , p

U ′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩

}
in

Algorithm 2, the final payment of a task from ES sEj will
definitely be lower than or at least equal to it obtains
payment from bi (i.e., pU ′→E′

i,j ), which guarantees a non-
negative utility.
• Individual rationality of CSs. Since we set cCi,j,k ≤
pE′→C′
i,j,k , which ensures that CS sCk obtains payment from

ES sEj stays above its corresponding service cost. This
guarantees a non-negative utility for sCk . And the line 31
in Algorithm 2, which ensures that the resource demand of
sCk does not exceed its supply.

As a result, our proposed M2M matching of OS-CLM in
the futures market is individual rational for both ESs and
CSs.

Lemma 12. No blocking coalition can exist in the ES-CS match-
ing of OS-CLM.
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Proof. We offer the proof to show there is no blocking
coalition of either Type 1 or Type 2, as following:
• There is no Type 1 blocking coalition in the ES-CS
matching of OS-CLM. We offer the proof by analyzing the
cases of contradiction.

Under a given matching φ′, CS sCk and an ES set S′, (S′ ⊆
SE) form a Type 1 blocking coalition

(
sCk ; S′

)
, as shown by

(72) and (73). If a task of ES sEj does not trading with sCk ,
the payment from ES sEj during the last round can only be
equal to it obtains payment from bi, as given by (83) and
(84).

pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n⟩ = pU′→E′

i,j ⟨m⟩ , (83)

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

)
\φ̃′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
<

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

))
.

(84)

If a task of sEj selects sCk , we have pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n∗⟩ ≤

pE′→C′
i,j,k ⟨n⟩ = pU ′→E′

i,j ⟨m⟩ and the following (85)

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

)
\φ̃′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
≥

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

)
\φ̃′′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
,

(85)

where φ̃′′
(
sEj

)
⊆ φ̃′

(
sEj

)
. From (84) and (85), we can get

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

))
>

uE′↔C′
(
sEj , φ

′
(
sEj

)
\φ̃′′

(
sEj

)
∪
{
sCk

})
,

(86)

which is contrary to (73), and can thereby prove the inexis-
tence of Type 1 blocking coalition.
• There is no Type 2 blocking coalition in the ES-CS
matching of OS-CLM. Similarly, we also conduct the proof
upon having contradiction.

Under a given matching φ′, CS sCk and an ES set S′
(S′ ⊆ SE′) form a Type 2 blocking coalition

(
sCk ; S′

)
, as

given by (74) and (75). If sCk rejects ES sEj , the expense
offered by sEj about task bi during the last round can only
be pE′→C′

i,j,k ⟨n⟩ = pU ′→E′
i,j ⟨m⟩, where the only reason of

the rejection is that sCk has no surplus resources. However,
the coexistence of (74) and (75) shows that CS sCk has an
adequate VMs to serve ESs, which contradicts the aforemen-
tioned assumption. Therefore, our proposed matching does
not allow any Type 2 blocking coalition.

All in all, there is no blocking coalition in our proposed
ES-CS matching of OS-CLM.

Theorem 5. (Strong stability of OS-CLM) OS-CLM is strongly
stable.

Proof. Since the matching result of Algorithm 2 holds
Lemma 9, Lemma 10, Lemma 11, and Lemma 12, according
to Definition 21, our proposed OS-CLM in the spot market
is strongly stable.

Theorem 6. (Competitive equilibrium associated with resource
trading between MUs and ESs in OS-CLM) The trading between
MUs and ESs can reach a competitive equilibrium.

Proof. To prove this theorem, we also prove that the three
conditions in Definition 22 (given in Appendix D.4) can be
held in MU-ES matching. First, we have pU ′→E′

i,j ≥ cEi,j to
make sure that service cost of the CS will be covered by
its income paid from MUs in each round. We demonstrate
next that when MU bi trades with an ES sEj , bi achieves

maximum utility. This is attributed to the fact that bi selects
the ES based on its preference list LU ′

i (e.g., line 5, Algorithm
2), ensuring the attainment of the maximum utility for bi.
Then, if bi has not been matched to any ES sEj ∈ C′

i, the
payment of bi should be equal to its valuation vi,j (line 16,
Algorithm 2). Based on Definition 22, we thereby verify that
the considered MU-ES matching in the spot market can own
the property of competitive equilibrium.

Theorem 7. (Competitive equilibrium associated with resource
trading between ESs and CSs in OS-CLM) The trading between
ESs and CSs can reach a competitive equilibrium.

Proof. To prove this theorem, we also prove that three
conditions in Definition 22 (given in Appendix D.4) can be
held in ES-CS trading. First, we have pE′→C′

i,j,k ≥ cCi,j,k to
make sure that the service cost of the CS will be covered
by its income paid from ESs in each round (i.e., constrain
(70b)). We next demonstrate that when ES sEj chooses the
trade with a CS sCk , sEj attains maximum utility. This is
attributed to the fact that sEj selects the CS based on its
task-specific preference list LE′

i,j (e.g., line 24, Algorithm 2),
ensuring the achievement of the maximum utility for sEj .
Then, if a task of sEj has not been matched to any CS sCk ,
the payment about the task from sEj (e.g., pE′→C′

i,j,k ) should
be equal to it obtains payment from bi (i.e., pU ′→E′

i,j ) (line 34,
Algorithm 2). Based on Definition 23, we thereby verify that
the considered ES-CS trading in spot market can achieve
competitive equilibrium.

Theorem 8. (Weak Pareto optimality of OS-CLM) The proposed
OS-CLM provides a weak Pareto optimalilty.

Proof. Review the design of OS-CLM, each participant (e.g.,
MU, ES, CS) makes decisions according to its preference list.
If the subsequent choice ranks higher in the participant’s
preference list, they will switch their matching target in
the following round. Such a switch operation indicates
that backing to the previous choice will not bring it with
any larger expected utility. For a MU bi, if there exists
an ES sEj that can offer a higher utility than its current
matched ES, bi and sEj are more inclined to establish a
matching relationship, this, however, will form a blocking
pair. Since Theorem 5 verifies that our proposed OS-CLM
is stable while allowing no blocking pairs. There exists
no Pareto improvement when the procedure of MU-ES
matching terminates. Similarly, we can infer that there is
no Pareto improvement in ES-CS matching (e.g., Lemma 12
and Theorem 5). As a summary, our studied OS-CLM game
is weak Pareto optimal.

APPENDIX E
EUA DATASET

The Melbourne central business district area of EUA
datasets as our simulation area in Fig. 6.

APPENDIX F
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION ON UTILITIES OF
MUS, ESS, AND CSS

We study the individual utility of MUs, ESs, and CSs upon
testing different numbers of ESs and MUs in Fig. 7, to better
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(a)

Fig. 6. Locations of base stations and mobile users within Melbourne
central business district area in EUA Datasets.

show how the social welfare are distributed among different
parties.

Figs. 7(a)-(c) considers 800 MUs and 12 CSs, where
in Fig. 7(a), the curves of all the methods show a rising
trend since more ESs can bring more sufficient resources,
while the demands of MUs can be met. Conventional_S
achieves the best performance on the utility of MUs due
to its analysis of the current transaction conditions, which,
in turn, suffers from excessive overhead (see Fig. 3). In our
Hybrid_F_S, the forward contracts between MUs and ESs
necessitates multiple rounds of negotiation to sign, which
force MUs to continually increase their payment to enhance
competitiveness, which, in turn, leads to the overall lowest
utility of MUs. Even so, we introduce a good performance
on social welfare (Fig. 2), while the risks of MUs have
been well controlled although they may get rather low
utilities. Namely, take part in our designed resource trading
market can always get MUs with non-negative profits. In
Fig. 7(b), the curves of Conventional_S, Hybrid_F_S, and
Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) methods slightly decline. The under-
lying reason for this is that rather sufficient resources offers
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Fig. 7. Performance comparisons in terms of the utilities of MUs, ESs,
CSs under different problem sizes, with (a)-(c) consider 800 MUs and
12 CSs, while (d)-(f) consider 125 ESs and 12CSs.

by the increasing number of ESs can weaken the competition
between MUs, leading to a slight reduction of the utility of
ESs. The proposed Hybrid_F_S outperforms other methods
thanks to the well-designed overbooking and risk analysis.
Besides, curves of ES_Prioritized and Random_M methods
slightly increase with the number of ES raises, since they do
not engage in bargaining. Then, the curve of MU_Prioritized
remains constant. This is because this method is puts MUS’
interests at the first place, which will not impact the utility
of ESs significantly. As can be seen from Fig. 7(c), the
utility of CSs for Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) remains higher than
that of other methods, since Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) does
not consider risk analysis, resulting in a high incidence of
default by ESs, necessitating substantial compensation to
CSs. Furthermore, the curve of our Hybrid_F_S increases
with the number of ESs, owing to that the raising ESs can
enable more ESs to sign forward contracts with CSs. Besides,
the curves of other methods remain rather stable since they
rely on a spot trading mode. Namely, under given demand
of MUs, the resource requirements of CS resources can stay
unchanged.

Figs. 7(d)-7(f) involves 125 ESs and 12 CSs. Particu-
larly, Fig. 7(d) shows that curves of MUs’ utility for all
methods increase with a raising number of MUs, which
is expected since the existence of more MUs implies a
larger demand of resources. Conventional_S achieves the
best performance thanks to the analysis on current market
conditions. However, in our proposed Hybrid_F_S, MUs
and ESs need to conduct risk assessments, leading to more
negotiations to reach a stable matching, as well as contin-
uous competition among MUs. This finally results in lower
utility of MUs in comparison with others. Similar to our
analysis regarding Fig. 7(a), although we get non-ideal MUs’
utility, our Hybrid_F_S outperforms baseline methods in
other significant evaluation indicators (e.g., social welfare,
time efficiency). Fig. 7(e) reveals that the curves of Conven-
tional_S, Hybrid_F_S, and Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) methods
show a raising trend. The reason is that these methods
allow for bargains. In other words, a growing number of
MUs can intensify competition among them, and thus bring
more payments to ESs. In addition, the curves of other
methods remain relatively stable due to the lack of bargain.
In Fig. 7(f), the curves of Conventional_S, MU_Prioritized,
ES_Prioritized, and Random_M methods slightly increase
with the increasing number of MUs, because larger re-
source demands encourage ESs to purchase services from
CSs. Additionally, the utility of CSs of Hybrid_F_S and
Hybrid_F_S(NoRiskA) slowly declines, due to that ESs have
a wider selection of reliable MUs, and MUs are more likely
to participate in practical transactions. This phenomenon, in
turn, leads to the likelihood of ESs fulfilling their contracts
with CSs. Furthermore, thanks to risk analysis, the penalty
from ESs to CSs rapidly decreases with more MUs join in
our considered market.
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